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- Chapter. 1

>

Introductlon

Al

, I. GENEBA{.-
. \ Vo
* The Hat1onal Survey of Tndividual1zed Education Programs (IEPS) for -
'Handxcapped Children was condu%ted in the spring of 1979 by the Research

Triangle- In§t1tute (RTI) under contract to the Bureau of Edueitlon for the
Handicapped "~ {now ‘the Office of Speciil Education within the Department of
Education), USOE. The methodology and findings.of this national,survey, which,
conslsted of a Basic® Survey and two companloJ substudies; are described in °
five volumes = Yolume .I is an ‘executive summary of the survey methodology and
f1nd1ngs, Volume 11 descrlbes the background obJectryes, methodology, and
1nstrumentatlon' Volume III presents the findings of the Basic Survey; and C
Volume V _presents the find1ngs of the 5tate/Spec1al Facility Substudy This

_ Vvolume, * Volume IV, presents the f1nd1ngs of the Retrospedt1ve Long1tud1nal .

3

Substuﬂy c : - ) p

T v, Th1s'chapter provides the background and pjf%ose"of the substudy and
descrrEE§b$he corgaitization of Volume 1v. . . .

II. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

'Jf" Ed

While the Bas1c Survey described in Volume III focused on describing IEPs
"and various factors related to IEPs for the current year (the .1978- =19 school
year), the Retrospective Long1tud1nal Substudy focused on chauge in IEPs and
related factors from the prior year (the 1977-78 school year, the initial year
for which IEPs were mandated by P.L. 94%142) to the current year (the 1978-79
sch‘ﬁl year). The substudy cons1sted of two d1st1nct act1vat1es intended to
address specific quest1ons regard1ng change over time. The Level 1 Retrospeﬁ-
t1ve\Long;tud1nal Substudy was des1gned to detect change from the prior year
to the current year in the IERs and the IEP process. The Level 2 Retrospect1ve
‘Long1tud1nal Substudy was de31gned to. provide 1nformat1on regard1ng ‘the extept
to which soec1al educat19n.serv1ces actually prov1ded to hand1capped students‘
. were sm1l§@r to those servlces spec1f1ed in the -IEPs. Further details of the,
7Jbackground and purpose of those two levels of the substudy are prov1ded sepa~
ratély beloﬁ\ ) s . '




A. Level 1 Retrdspective Longitudinal Substudy ah

.

As.was discussed in Voldmes IT and IiI, the Bas1c Survey of thg Nat1onal
Survey of Individwalized Education Programs (IEPs) for Hand1capped Children
primarily .focused, on descr1b1ng the properties and,content of a national
samﬁlé of IEPs prepared for studenté, ages 3-21, who were enrolled i LEA-
ahminiétered public schools-on 1 Decemﬁer 1978. As secondary ohjectives, the
Basic¢ Survey included the identificaf%on of factors associated with variation$s
in the propent?es.gnd content ;f IEPs, the. provision of descri;tive\information
about the handicapped students being served as required by P.L. 94-142, the
nature of the services they received and thé:settings in which ‘the services
were providgd, and the proeess wﬁereﬁ& their IEPs were developed% The Level 1 ~
Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy was designed as an exploratory substudy to
provide insights into change over t{ime in all of the above factors. As such,
the Level 1 Substudy should lsy the groundwork for future studies to assess
progress gelatfye to enhancing the utility of IEPs and imblementing the mandates
of P.L. 94-142. 4

+  The Basic Survey was designed to answer ten general questions. Seven of
these questioms are pertinent to the fevel 1 Retrospective Longitudinal Sub-
study, and are_rgpeaged here for the convenience of the reader.

Question l: What do IEPs look like? ‘ ‘

Question 2: What kinds of information do IEPs contain?

Question 3: How 4s informatien presented in IEPs? ; ~ ¢

Question 4: Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

"QqestﬂM1 S: What types of special education and rglated services are

specified in IEPs?

’ Questioh 6; How! inforﬁative and internally consistent are IEPs?

Question ?'. In what service settings, and for what proportion of the
- academic week, do students receive the spe£1al educat1on
" serv1ces specified in IEPs?

The spec1f1c questlon addressed by the Hevel 1 Retrospect1ve Long1tud1nal
Substudy was: "What is the dszerenpe between two ponsecut1ve school yeaxs 1q
the answer; to Basic Survey Questions l-7 above for the same students?" To
obtain data to anst} the substudy question, the IEP from the preceéeding year
(thé‘lg??-?S sqbqof yeag) was collﬁcted and analyzed along éith the IEP for .,
the cPrrent year (the 1978-79 school year) for each of the 796 students in the

subsample, Collection of data at each school was complefed in conjunctioq




w1th the Basic¢ Survey, including completion of a Student Characterrsﬁbﬁs
Questionnaire by the special education teacher. from the preceeding, yeﬁr,
provided he or she was st1ll ln ‘the school system. As was previously note&
the 1977-78 school year was the -initial year for which IEPs were maﬁdate&,by
P.L. 94-142; thus, the Level 1 Substudy provided 1nformat1on r%gard1ng change

from this initial year to the followlng year when schools and schqol districts

presumably had clearer 1ns13hts into the requirements of the Actand h e
requirements might be met. o . v«)‘Q?L’I{Q?-L "f )
. * . “ - ® b ’? ! - \ .
B. Level 2 Retrogpectlve Longitudinal Substudy - ” : Y
The prima:y purpose of the Level 2 Retrospectwe Long1tudmal Zﬁ"bstudy -

was threefold: (l)'to describé the spec1al education and- related

. .
-t ot
LACIF O
g T
SR
A

actually recelved by hand1capped ‘$tudents; (2) to compare thls speC1a1 educa"'

rvlces

tion program as actually implemented with the special educatlon program as
documented in the IEP; and (3) to détermine the nature of, and reasons for qny !
d1strepanc1es between the two. . This exploratOry substudy ‘was, 1ntended to i
supplement other data collected in the National Survey of*iEPs' or Handlcapped
€hildren, and wag conducted with a subsample of 61 students fr m the Baslc
Survey sanw. The f1nd1ﬁgs prov1de an indication of the validity of the
. information, obta1ned from IEPs in the Basic Survey about the types arfd service
Ysettings of the special educat1on services received- b}r handicapped ‘students.
. The spec1f1c objective of the Level 2 Substudy was to provide answers to
the followmg research quest:.ons* '

1) What is the nature of the spec1a1 education /and related servlces

that students.in the subsample actually T c;zved?‘

a) How was the present level: of educational serv1ce determlned?

b). What special education seryices were received durlng each of

’ r r *

two consecutive years?

t

i
c) What related services were recCeived duripg each of two consecu-

T

tive years? . x

d) In what setting were ,thése servicef received during each of twog

. consecutive years?

. R
2) How do the special education services 4ctyally received by students

in the subsample compare to those servifés specified in the students’
. S . f-
IEPs? ’




'How 6oes [the assessment process applied compare with that
spec1f1ed;1n IEPs, for each of two consecutive years?
How do spec1al educat1on services received compare to those
spec1f1e§ in IEPs, for'each of two consecutive years?
How dolghe'related services receiveh compare to those specified
in‘IEPﬁ,'Ior‘eaoh of two consecutive years?
How do;the settings where services®were received compare to
thosefspec1f1ed in IEPs, for each of two consecutive years?
How qo.procedures for evaluating attainment of 1nstruct1onal
goals and .objectives compare to those specified in IEPs, for
each/of two consecutive years’

fj:p_Wha$ are\th%_reasons for any differences between services'

ally received and services specified in IEPs, for each of

what extent do parents agree that their children's IEPs are
) pproprlate for meeting their children's “needs?
To wzébﬂextent do parents feel that the1r children are rece1v1ng

he services spec1fied in their IEPs?

) ¢ﬂ_ 0rgan1zat'on of the Remainder of Volume-IV T,
. o .

Chapter 2 of this volume describes the Level 1 Substudy sample, d1scus§es

- the gu1de11nes used to determine educat1onal and statistical significance of

the data,'and resents the findings of the substudy. Chapter 3 summar1zes the
Level 2 Substudy methodology, descr1bes the sample, apd presents the f1nd1ngs_

of the substudy. Chapter 4 prgyldes a summary of major findings of the Retro-
-

spective Long1tud1nal Substudy and d1scuss§§_the major implications of the

-

findings.’. ; .

Appendix A contains supporting tables and other information for éhapter 2.

Appendix, B ¢contains supporting infoﬁpatioqgfor Chapter 3. .o

rr .
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-

_ Tevel 1 Retrgspective Longitudinal Substudy Findings

' -
.

. 'T. INTRODUCTION
Tn .
This sect1on describes the* Level 1 Retrospective Long1tud1nal
sample d1scusses the guide11nes used to determ1n€’\he educat1onal :
tical s1gn1f1cance of . the Lével 1 Substudy data, and presents anm o erv1ew of

the remainder of the chapter e .
¢ 3 ' '
»

R

Description of the Sample

"The 1n1t1al sampling plan for the Level 1 Substudy was to r ndomly select
one of the Baslc Survey sample .members from each' ‘the 507’ chools tPat
part:|.c1pated in ~the Basig Survey. However, since a student’ fould' mot be
¢ligible for the Level 1 subsample if his or her prior year I was not avail-
able, there was some concern that the desired subsample of 507 students could
be obta1ned As a result, a declsion Was made to select up to two Basic,
Survey members from each school. Actuslly one or more¢studants were selected
from 432, or 85 percent o¥ -the 507 schools in the Basic Survey The resultant
subSample of 796 student® included 675 regular school students (from 368
regular schools) and l2Z}sspecial school students (from 64 spec1al schools)

* As noted previously, the Retrospective Long1tud1nal‘8ubstudy was designed
as eu exploratory substddy to lay the groundwork for future studies of progress
in iﬁplementing the IEP mandates of P.L. 94-142. However, the Level 1 Substudy
sample was of-suffipient size to detect shifts of reasomable magnitude,iu tte
propert1es and codﬂi;ts of IEPs from ode year to the next. ‘

The general characterlstlcs of students in the Level 1 sample (e.g.,
student grade level, age race, sex, nature of handicap) were basically iden-
wical to those of the Basic Survey sample. . These characteristics, for the .

Level 1 substudy, are a® shown in Table 2.1. ) r :

3

* ’

B. Guldellnes-Used to Determine Educational angd Statistical Significance

Host of the analyses to support the results discussed in this chapter
focus on différences between the estimated populatlon measutes (means and

proportlons) of 3 given characteristic ot progerty of IEPs prepared for students

#
t‘ -~




Tab}e 2.1 L

ST, ' o
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN EEVEL 1 SAMPLE BY
RACE, SEX, AGE, GRADE, AND HANDICAPPING CONDITION'

T [ ]
Student Characteristics

-
Race

Whité?,ﬂot. Hispanic
Black, Not Hispadic
HiSpaniq >// .
OthE

Sex
‘Hale

{

Female
Age Levels
-~ 35
6-12
13-15 -
16-21
'EEEQEEK
Pre-K EE'K"
-3 . ;
4-6
7-9
10-12
Unsq&ded/Undetgrmined
Handicapping Conditionshl
' Mentally Retarded,
Learning Disabled
Emotionally disturbed

’

Spgeéh'lmpai:ed

Deaf and hard of Heafing
" Orthopedically Impaired *
:Visually'Haﬁdicappeq

Other Healthllmpairéd, .

-l
0

« ¥ Dpetail does not add-to total because of rounding.

Percents total more than 100 because some students have multiple conditions. -

2.2° 157 \
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for twd-consecutive years. As originally conceived, the Level 1 Retrospective
Longitudinal Substudy was intended to detect broad shifts in the properties
and contents of IEPs from the prior year to the'cuérent year. Changes.on the
ordér of 10 to 25 percentage points were expected to be noted. In general,
however, ‘changes of this magnitude d1d not occur. Foftunetely, Ehe incrgased
size of the Level 1 sample provided suff1c1eﬁt precision for detect1ng changes
on the order of five to ten percentage po1nts for the total sample and for the
subsample of régular school students. - :

a As stated :|.n Chapter 7 of the Methodology Report‘ a determination of the
importance of certaxn study findings is a matter of judgement. In making this
judgement, consideration Must be given to both the practical impotrtance (educa-
tional significance) of observed difference and the probability that observed
differences were due to chance gampling errors (statistical significance). To
the extent pract1cal these gu1de11nes were followed &ﬂ’fﬁe reporting of data
fior the Level 1 Substudy. However, since the d1fferences ‘between the pr1or-
year and current-yaar data typically were small, the question of what data to
report was more of an 1ssue than was the quest1on of what data to exclude If

the original ten or more percentage points difference had been used to determine

educational significance, ﬁractically no data would bave been reported. 'As a

result, 5’decision was made to establish a difference 6f at least five percent-
age points as be1ng reasonably educationally szgn1f1cant and' to report such
findings w1thout respect to the relatlde 1mportance of the issues vaolved
Observed d1fferences of this magn:l.tude for the total Level 1 sample, as “well T _
as for the subsample of regular school students, were s1gn1f1cant at the O '
level, 1 e., a sample difference of this mdgnitude can be expected to occur f:\/,/.‘
repeated samplings ofly five times in a hundred if the actual difference is
\zero. S . ’ N X )

This fiy@zpercenﬁage-point criteriee is not applicable to the special
school subsample. Because of the smell siie of this subsample,_noné of the
observed differenceé were statistically significant. However, findingé for

" the spec1al school subsample ate delineated in the tabular presentat1ons

because of their usefulness in interxpreting differences in the total sample.

The reader 1; reminded that the differences ‘reported in this chapter are
based on data that describe the IEPs prepared for the same.students for two
“consecugive &ears)’ Therefore, a high correlation exists between the charac-

teristics and bropertjes of these IEPs from ome year to the next. If the




L

'regdtr'wants to establish different criteria for edjijcational and/or statistical

- *signifﬁcance, the formula for the 1ndependent t-test *(see Chapter 7, Volmme III)
© o, will give a reasonably good approximation of the standard error of the differ-
ence’ if the standard error come’uted by this formula is reduced by 25 percent

to adjdst for the cdrrelation between the data. This relationship was derived
by comparing the. standard errors that were computed for. a small sample of

" difference scores by both methods (i.e., the formula appropriate for indepen-

dent measnres and *the fprmula appropriate for correlated measures).

L

Overview of the Balance of the Cg_pter k -

The balance of this chapter presents answers to the questions regarding .
change from the prior year (1977-78) to .the current year (1978-79) in IEPs,
-sereices and service settings, and the IEP process. Section II addresses
change in the formats -and qther‘basic characteristics of IEPs, Section III
discusses change in the kinds of information presented in IEPs and how this <
information is presented, Sectibn IV addresses the question regarding change
in the. completeness and internal coﬁsistency of IEPs, Section V discusses
change regarding participants in the development and approval of IEPs, Sec-
tion VI presents information about change in the types of special education
‘and related services specified in IEPs, and Section VII discusses change in
service settings and proportion of student time spent in service settings.
Complete data; with associated standard errors, are pnesented in Appendlx B
The proportions, means, ‘and other statistics presented and discussed in
this chapter are population estimates based on weighted sample data. These
estimates are presented and discudsed as thougﬁ they are precise population
vilues. These values are reported to the nearest.tentf of a whole number in
Appendix A, and they are rounded to ’the nearest whole nupber for thé text
discussions.? . . ©
These sections present data for the total of all students in the sample,
ior.students in regular schools only, and for students in special schools
‘only. .

1 Note in rounding that 1f the first-digit to be dropped is 5, the 1ast
digit retained is increased by 1 if it is odd but-is kgpt unchanged if it is
.even; for' example, 7.5 becomes 8 and' 6.5 becomes 6. [National Centey for
Education Satistics,’ NEES guidelines for tabular presentation. Washi fgton,
D.C.: Natibnal Centertfor Education Statistics (USOE, HEW), August 974 .1

¥

« -
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‘It should be noted that, in the balancé¢if the chapter, the current year,
data often d1ffer slightly from s1m1lar da;d p:esented for the Basic Survey in
Volume III. Th1s is because the Level l*ﬁEtrospect1ve Longitudinal Substudy
sample was 2, subsample of the Basid Qhuve? sample and included only students
for whom a pr1or year IEP was ava1labléﬂ thus, some differences would be

P!
expected. These differences generally are "small-and in mo case are.they
' 5 statistically'significant. ' ] ’

II. CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR IN THE FORMATS
AND OTHER BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF IEPs
| N .

This sectiol presents survey flndlngs regarding change from the prier

t

year to the current year io the formats and other basic'characteristics of

IEPs. More spec1f1c311y, it focuses on change in (a) the number of pages’ 1EPs

contained, (b) whethér or not IEPs /were legible and easy to. read, (c) tﬁe

types of headings they contained, (d) whether or not their formats limited “the

number of annual goals or short- term objedt1ves, (e) the extent to which their . °
« + formats restricted the portion of the IEP preqented for” parenta} approval, and

L —r

(£) whether or not IEPs consisted of multiple documents? .

Freguency D1str1bution ¢f IEPs by the Number- of Bages TheY Contained

Though not of sufficient magnitude to be statistjcally s1gn1f1cant there
‘was some 1nd1cat1on of an increased number, of pages. in the current year IEPs.
' The medium oumber of pages increased from 3 to 4 while the mean number of
pages increased from 4.7 to 5.3., This sugge%tion of possible chabge occurred
¢ for regular schools only. No change was uwoted in the number éf pages in IEPs
prepared for students in special education scﬁools.
More complete data, including associated standard errors, are provided in

Table A.l of. Appendix A. . .

™
.

Proport1on of IEPs that Were Leglble and Reasonably Easy to Read

The overall change in the proportion of IEPs that ‘were legible and reason-
ably easy to read was relatively small with the proportion of.handwr1tten IEPs’

increasing by 4.6 percentage points while the proportion of tyPed IEPs decreased

by 3 percentage points. Table 2.2 indicdtes one nzyﬁble change in the propor-

tion of IEPs that were typed as opposed to haundwriften. While there was a 5.3




I

- Table 2.2

* DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs
ACROSS CATEGORIES OF READABILITY, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
; {In percentage po1nts)

.
4

pa i

Difference from Prior Year to Current Year

Category of Legibility Regular School  Special School Total.

]

1 3. IEP Handwritten, and

1. IEP Typed and Legible . . +9.7 -. -3.0

-

2. IEP Handwritten, But' : .
Easy to Read ‘ . . . -3.7

Difficult To Read . -1.9

[l
L1

> ’ .
percentage poiht increase in the’ proportion of regular school TEPs that vere

handwritten, spec1al education schools showed an oppos1te change by 1ncreas1ng
(by 9.7 percentage po1nts) the proportion of IEPs that were typed as opposed
to hqndwr1tten Jh1§‘change ‘also is reflected in.the 7.7 percentage point
reductibn in the prpportion of handwritten but easy to read special scnbol
IEPs. It shonld be noted that these data for special schobis are not statis-~
tically significant.  Another interesting detail is that for no student in the
substudy .safiple was his or her IEP for both years difficult to rqad..

Table A.2 in Appendix A provides associated standard errors for thke data

[

from which the above were -derived. ° .

L

4

C.. Proportion of IEPs that Cohtained -Specific Headings

Figure 2.1 portrays the a;ogpt of change frol the pr%pr year to the
current ¥ear in the percentagé of IEPs that contained specifit headings.
While the amnunt of change and the number of cages involved generaliy was too
small to make inferences about any spec1f1c heading, a definite move toward
increasing the number of spec1f1c head1ngs on IEPs was indicated. More com-
plete informatiom is included in Table A.3.

-




*

Decreases ke Change Incrédses -
ol (b heu
1

1.,.5%udeat's #%e or pirthdate

2 Student's grade level

3. Studeot's aex . =

4. Student's raee

$. Student's Primary language

6 Presest level] of periormanes
anformation
7. Azaeasment data to suppolt
preaent level of performanes
B. Date of the ssaecasmeat of
" present level of performatee

9. Nature of studeat’s handreap

-
10. Student's atrengtha

11. Student"s sPeeizl 1ntereata

12, Student’s asehool attendanee
recard

13 Plaeeaent reeosmendation

14 Services (“special™ or “related")
ta be provided

15. Ratiensie for placement or
services

16 Peracnnel cespoastble for
aErvices

17 “Date aervice 13 Y begin

*18  Anticipated durstion of service

19 Récopuended extent of parizci-,
Pation is resular Proefae
20 Physical edufation needs

21 [Date of preparation of EP

22 Pariicipants 1o the IEP process

23 Saignature of :indzviduals’vwho
approved the JEP

24 Titles of wodividuals whe
pproved the [P

Pareotal approval

Results af parestal notrfication -

Asguzl geala

?rloriny listiog of annuatl goals

. Short-ters objeciives

Recoomended anstructional oaterials.,
resourced, atrategies, or teehnigGues

. Bate short-ters objectives mat
L 1

. Propoaed evaluation ¢Fiteris

L3
. Propoted evaiuation procedure

. Proposed evaluatiod achedule

. Propoaed [EP review date

Actual IEP review date

. Results of IEP reviér

Participaots 1g 1EP revtev

Ather

Decr=ases %3 Change Iocreases »
-~ 204 tos 0% 0% it

. .
0 = Regular School @ = Special School & = Total
' NOTE: Where no bars are shdwn, no change occurred.

Figure 2.1. Change from Prior Year to Current Year in Percentage of [EPs
: with Specific Headings.
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a 1 L .
Proportion of IEPs‘thgt Limited the Number of ‘Annual Goals or Short-Term

Objectives - )

No significant diffetbnces between.the prior year and the current year
IEPs of students in all three po;ulationé (regular schools, special schools,
and total schools) were noted with respect to the existence of formats that
limited the number of annual goals ﬁbwever, a slight imprévement (7.7 per-
centage po1nts) was noted in prOV1d1ng IEP formats that did not limit the
number of short-term objectxves This improvement took place in both regular
school and special school IEPs. These data are presentéd in Table 2.3.

. Assoc1ated standard errors are prOVlded in Table A.4. : -
h . . . . - ."‘. &

Table 2.3

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs
THAT LIMITED THE SPACE. FOR ANNUAL GOALS OR FOR SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES,
BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
{In percentage p01nts)

-

Difference from Prio; Year to Current Year
Formats That Limited The: . Regular Schools Special Schools Total

L]

Numbet of Annual Goals } . . ~ +2.1

Number of Short- Term :
Objectives . _ . . =71.7

-

-

. : i .
E. Proportion of IEPs in Which the Format Restricted the Portion of fhe IEP
Presented for Parental Approval

As 13 shown in Table '2.4, there was no significant change in the proportion

of IEPs for which parental _approval would have been for the entire IEP.

However,  the déta regarding the provision of a space in the IEP format for
-parental apprpval or disapproval showed that the prOportlon of IEPs that did
not have a place for parental approval decreased by seven percentage points. |
The proportion of IEPs for ‘which:.parental approval would ‘have been for the
annuil'goals but not for the short-term objectives increased by five percent-
age po1nts Associated standard errors are provided in Table A.5. No differ-
ences were noted in I[EPs from regular schools as compared with IEPs from

r

special schools.

. ' . , . 2‘1‘




Table 2.4 -

_ DITFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTIOﬁ OF
IEPS WITH VARIOUS FORMATS AS RELKTED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL
; . (In percentage points)

N

] Differences from Prior
Format € ’ Year to Current Year

Approval (e3§;1sapproval) would have. been
for’ the\ent1re IEP

A - 1

Approval or’ disapprdval) would have been
for annial goals but not for short-term
objectives

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for part but nqt all of the short-term
opjectives :

Appro&%l (or disapproval) would have been
for services to be provided but not for
annual goals or short-term objectives

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for some portion of the IEP, but could
not determine what would have been
approved < .

- . P -

No place‘for approval or disapproval was

provided : )

1

Proportion of IEPs that Consisted of Separate IEPs from Different Teach=~

ers or Service Sources, or of a Placement Document and an Implementation

i‘Document

Only a very small percentage of prior yéar IEPs (1.1 percent with a

standard” error of 0.5) consisted of separate IEPs from differént teachers or
service, sources. This percentage doubled for the current year to 2.4 percent
(witﬁ a standard error of 0.9). This change is not statistically significant;
neither is the simjlar change in regular school IEPs. The change in special
schools, however, was considerably greater, from 1.3 percent (with a standard
‘error of 0.9) for the prior year‘to 6.3 percent (with a standard error of 3.l)
for the current year. While not statistically significant, these suggestions
of changes 11ke1y reflect expand1ng services to hand1capped students and

provision of gservices by more than one teacher for a part1cular student.

. IS

f
. ¥
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No differences were noted in the percentage of IEPs that conS1sted of a

placement documentiand an implementation document. .

JIII, CI'IA.NGE FROY PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT 'YEAR IN KINDS OF INFORI‘[ATION

'

‘ IEPs CONTAINED AND IN HOW THIS INFORMATION: WAS PRESENTED -t
¢ ?ﬁ %. 3 %W . e
Th1s section dlscusses change from the prior year to the current year in
the kinds.of information contained in IEfs and in the manmer in whlch this .
information was presented. For: purposes of - this d1scus€zhn, the contents of -
[ IEPs have been separated into two broad ‘categories: ¢ ) “the Al information
1tems mandated by Sectiom 602 of P.L. 94-142, and (b) 1nformat1on not mandated
by P.L. 94-142, " .

L]

A, Charnge in What Mandated Information Was Contained in IEPs and in How This

Inforwation Was Presented

., This subsect1on first prov1des data on change in the extent to which
mandated 1nformat1on was presented in IEPs, apd then presents data on changes
in how this mandated .and other closely-related 1nformat1on was presented.

1. EXtent to Which Mandated Informat1on was Prov1ded-

As 1is portrayved in Figure 2.2, there .Was s:gn1f1cant improvement .
fr the prior to the current Year in the extent to wh1ch several of the 11
items of imformation mandated by the Act were included in IEPs In particular,
a larger proportion of current, year IEPs included short*term objectives,
proposed evaluation cr1ter1a, evaluat1on procedures, proposed evaluation
schedules,‘and assurances of at least ‘an. annuallevaluat1on.‘ ’

. In general these ihprovements occurred in IEPs from both regular and
special schools One notable exceptlon ‘was the inclusion ©of evaluation cri-
teria’for determ1n1ng whether 1nstruct%ona1 Objectlves were being met,  While
the proportion of regular school IEPs that 1nc1uded this type of ioformation
1ucreased by 9 percentage points, the proport1on of special educat1qn school
IEPs with th1s 1nformat1on did not 1ncreaSe. Add1t1onal data_and associated
standard errors are included as 'Table A.6. ‘ : nd

The :r.glprovements suggested above alsn‘are reflected in F1gure 2.3.
Add1t10na data and associated standard. ertors*are presented in Table A.7.
Although [the, 1ncrease qf 4, 4 percentage po1nts in the prbportion of TEPs that

included (all 11 of the mandated items of 1nformat1on is not Slgnlflcant this
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1ncrease contr buted to the s1gn1f1cant increases in the p‘roportlons of IEPs
.in which from- s:|.x or more to ten or more mapdated areas are 1nc1uded While
. these 1ncreasea(occurred_ ip both tegular and special scﬁol IEPs, one minor
<difference was noted.- The .proportion of special school IEPs that included all
11 mandated .areas actuélly decreased slightly for the current year. Howevér,
this decrease was offset by a relat1ve1y large (12 pércentage po1nts) increase
. 4 in the proport1on that included’ ten or more. mandated areas (see Table A.7).
4 Ef/w_as discussed in Volume III, these data regarding the extent to..wh:Lch,’
mandated 1nformat1on was included in IEPs represent ‘quite generous 1nterpreta- ‘
tions of what const1tutes inclusion of the items of :|.nformat1.on For conveni-
ence, the COdlnS criteria by which these data-were derived also are included
m this volume on pages A.l and A.2 of .Append:Lx A, - Lo

2. How Mandated and Related Information Were® Presented ) ) v

fh1s subsection discusses whether or not,,or to what extent, change

occurre‘d from the prior year .to the current Year in how mandated and related
information were presented in IER&, Data we}e analyzed for the fnlhfw}ng
areas: ’ _ i LY

a) Present-level-of-educational-performance informi;igﬂf* -~ -

"1) Extent to whiéh IEPs contained some present-level-~of-per-

*

formance 1nfomat1on plus supportmg data (e.g., test
results) A )
2) " Extent to which IEPs conQa1ned present-level-of-performance
.1nformat1on for at least Phree academic or functional
areas. ! . : . .
. Extent to which IEPs contained present-level~of~-performance .
inforﬁatfsn for atwleést one academic or functional area -

where special educatfﬁn'éas'fonnd not to be required (tﬁBs

indicating .an area of normalty or strength).. . _
4) Extent té- §E1ch IEPs contained date(S) of assessment af

an

e present leyel of performance . N .
- b) . Aonual Goals. L oL

1)” Average gumber of annual goals. v v
2)- 'Extent'to which annual godls’ were presented in order of

#
-

5 prior1ty

1) Average number of short-

Short- -term o'bJec.twes :) : v
o

objectives:

-

*2.1%
¢ * "23




" :
Extent to which short<teim objectives apparently .were to

be wérked on throughout a full vear (i.e., extent to which

no information was included in the IEP to indicate that

objectives were intended to be met in less than a full .
. school year).

Statemént of $pecific educational services to be éroyfded.

", L) Extent to which a statement of specific educaﬁional services
to be prov1ded was listed under a heading request1ng such
1nformat1on ‘

Extent to which services-to-be-provided ‘information was .
preéeqted by listing‘the'goals and/or objectives to be met

LY

by the service.

~ -

Extest to which related services to be provided were

listed.
.,

' Statement of extent to which the studeat was experted to be

able to participate in regular education programs.
rPxojected'date for initiation of services,. '

1) Ex;ent to which dates be}e,specifically stated.

25 tExtent to which dates could be inferred from dates given

-for goals or ¢bjectives.

3)' Extent to which dates would have had to be inferred from’

o

-
+

the date IEP was prebared.
4) Extent to wh1ch there was 1nsuff1c1ent information upon
wh1ch to base an inference.
Anticipatéd duration of services. y
1) Extent to which duration vas specificaafx stated.
2) Extent to which ‘duration could be_inferred from dates
D givens for goaisior objectives. T "1
3) Extent to which duration would have ha& to be inferred
‘ from headings that stated that goals were "annual" goals.
Extent to which IEP sE;ted that/Service would be provided’
. Mas ldng as needed "-
c.8) Extent .to wh1ch there was insufficient 1nformat1on upon -
‘1 which to base an 1nference :
“ .h)Z;;Pkoposed evaluation criteria.
: ) Extent” to which proposed evaluation criteria weﬁe provided

. for dhe or more® short-term objectives.

2.16 30




'
2) JExtent to which bropo ed evaluation criteria were provided
a for 25 percent or mdre of the- short- term-objectives.
Extent to which propdsed evaluation criteria were n;ovxded‘
for-SO percent or re of the short-térm obJect1€és
".Extent to which proposed evaluation criferia were provided’
for 75 percent or more of fhe short-term objectives.

Extent to which proppsed evaluation critéria were provided
‘. for a0 perceht or, ore of the. short-term objectives.

Proposed sgvaluation proce :lure S.

.’

A0 Extent to which evtuanon procedures were clear from

~ ehort term obJect1ve

L3

2) Extent to wh1ch evaluation procedure was a precise state-
ment of how the evalpation should be conductedw

3j Exteat to which evalpation procedures would have.ﬁad to be

“ inferred from unclear statements .or frop unclear shért-term

jobjecﬁives. ' an ’
4). Exteat to which evdluation’ procedures for evaluating

_ short= term objectives could not be 1nferred’%ecause 1EP

.included no short-term objectives, .« . ’

j) Proposed schedules for determining whether instructional objec-

tives were being met.

1) Exteat to which sc¢ dules were listed énd‘Specifically '
.+ -.referred to as-being| evaluation schedu{es'. "

2)  Extent to which evammtion schedules could be inferred from
the short-term objedtives. .

3) Extent to which evaluation sehedufes would have had to be
inferred from beg:i: ing-of-treatment and enq-of-treatment
dates.’ '

4) Extent to which sciedules were not stated and could not be

. \ ! inferred,
:ﬁ}' kY Adsurance of at least 4n appual evaluation.

v';‘ 1)




Extent to ?hich none of the short- erm objeqtives_appea}ed

.. to require at‘ieast an annual evaluation. )

/ 4) Extent to whigh such information was not provided and

\\\ . could not be Lnferred '
Epllowlng 18 a discussxgn*of each 6?“"HE33 areas.

a, Present-Level of-Educat1ona1-Performance Information

i

- No significant change from the prior year }o the current year
was noted in any of the four items related to present-level-of-performance
1nformat10n. - . ’ .

b.  Annual Goals |

No change was noted in the number of anmuwal goals ar in the

[}

extent to which anfual goéls were presented in order of priority.

.

c. Short-Term Objectives

The médiaﬁ number of short-term objectives in IEPs increased
from 12" for prior year IEPs to 16 for current year IEPs. The mean number of
" short-term objectives in IEPs increased from 23 (with a standard etror of 1.6)

for prior year IEPs to 31 (with a}standard error of 3.3) for current year

IEPs. This change was a result of change in regu%?r school IEPs; there was no

change in thé average number of short-term objectzves in special school I1EPs.
No ctnge was noted in the proportion of obJect1ves that apparently were

to be worked on throughout a full year. . .

d. .Statement of Specific Services Lo be Provided

-

No changes was noted in how specific-educational-services-to-
be~provided information was entered in IEPs, or in the extent to which related

services were likted.

e. Statement of Extent to Which the Student was Expected to be,

Able.td Participate in,Regplaf‘Educational Programs

No significant difféfgnce was noted in the statement of extent

I ‘.

%o which the stﬁdent'w&s expected ‘to be able to participéte in regular educa-

.

tion programs.. -

-

f. Projected Date.for Initiation of Services .
' As is shown in Table 2.5, there was a change from the przor‘jq\\
ided

the curtent year in the proportxon of IEPs (8.7 pefcentage poxnts) that pro
.a clear 1nd1cat10n of thé beginning date of service. The gain in total school
IEPs and regular school;IEPs is important since the gain resulted from a

_decrease of nine percentage‘points in the proportjon of IEPs in which the

/
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Table 2,5

. DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION
OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF BEGINNING
DATES OF SERVICE A8 CONTAQyED IN IEPs, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

@ {In percentage points) . 4

:‘\',

Statement of Beginning—- ~ Regular Special _
Date of Service . Schoels = Schools Total .,

| Was specifically stated C+8.6 . . +10.7 - +8.7

Could be inferred from dates .
given for goals or objectives 2 ~=10.7

Had to be inferred from date ,

IEP was prepared ./ ' . -1.1
: o )

There was insufficient

information upon which .

to base an inference ‘ -0.7 +0.9

- '

L

a/ ' A

- See Table A.8 for related measures and their standard errors.

iyt ) s
beginning date of service would have had to be inferred from the date the IEP
was prepared. .Oe the other hand, the suggested gain in special schools re-
sulted primarily from a decrease of 10.7 percent in the proportion of IEPs

‘that provided the beginning date of services.by 113:1&3 the date(s) on which

work would begin toward meet1ng the short-term objectives. However, because

of the high standard errors, these spec1al school data are not significant.
Thé “above indicates that, particularly for regular schools, the beginning "date
of service in current year IEPs is more, clearly stated than in the prior year

IEPs. <
Anticrpated Durat1on of Service

L]

There was no significant change 1n how ant1c1pated-durat1on-of-
serviee informatidon was presented. . _ .

h. Proposed Evaluation Criteria

There was no significamt change in how proposed evaluation

criteria were presented in IEPs. ¥
»

i. Proposed Evaluation Procedures .
_propertion of TEPs that provided more specific statements of procedures_for

"As is shown in Table 2.6, a slngt change occurred in the

ki




‘ R . Table 2.6
DIFFERENCE FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs
BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STAT%HENT QF THE EVALUATION PROCEDURES

FOR THE SHORT- TERM OBJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLSa/
{In petcentage po1nts)

—

-

Difference from Prior Year to Current Year

Statement of the ) - Regular Special
Evaluation Procedure “Schools ” i Schools Total

Procedure was clear from‘the,
short-term objectives * +7.0° =10.6 +6.1
Procedure was a precisk state- ’
ment of HBow the evaluatiom
should be conducted . . - 1.5

Procedure had to be ipferred
from tinclear statements or
unclear short-term objectives

| Procedure could not be inferred ]
because it was not stated and . .

-

IEP had no short-teim objectives| -3.6 +1.3

a/

- See Table A.9 for Eelated measures and their standard errors.

r

P

" determining whether instructional obje?tivgs.were being met. There was an
increase of 8.9 percentage points (6.1 plus 2.8) in the proportion of IEPs in
which the procedures were .clear from the short-term objegtives. or from &
precise statement of how the evaluation should be conducted. ‘However, as also
shown in the table, there was some indication of an opposite tendency in IEPs -
from spec1al schools”. 7 The changes in special school data; howev;r, were not
suff1c1ent1y large to be con31dered stat1st1cally significant.

» j, - Proposed Schedules\for Determining Whether Instruct1ona1‘0b3ec-

tives were Being Met

< b . There was a change from the prior year to the current year in ,
the proportion of IEPs in which the ﬁroposed evaluation schedule for determining
whether‘the instructional objectives were being met was either specificallyJ
stated or could be infer;ed from the short-term objectives As is shown in.
Table.2.7, the increase was 7.6 percentage éoints (3.4 plus 4.2). ‘As wité

2.18




Tdble 2.7 °

DIFFERENCE, M PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs BY DEGREE

OF SPECIFICI OF THE STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATION SCHEDULE FOR EVELUAIIHG a/

SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES AS CONTAINED IN IEPs, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS-
. (In percentage points)

]
Statement Besx Difference from Prior to CUrEent Year

Describing Regular Special o
Evaluation Schedule Schools ' Schools Total
: - .

Schedule was spekifically stated : .
4s being the evaluat1on schedule +3.7 -2.0 +3.4

Schedule could be inferred from
the short-term object1ves

Schedule had to be inferred
from beginning-of-treatment
] and end-of treatment dates _=0.4

Schedule was ne1ther stated
nor 1mp11ed . ! . 8.1

a/ ; . )

= See Table A.10 for associated standard errors.

evaluation procedures, this improvement appeared only in IEPs from regular
schools. While the degree BQ change in these data for special education:
schools was not statisgically sfhnificant, there‘was_some indication of'an
opposite tendency in IEPs from these schosls. '

k. Assurance of at Least an Annual Evaluation

An 8.1 percentage point increase (see Table 2.8) was shown in

‘ the broportion of IEPs in which 211 of the short-term objectives appeared to

" require at least an annual evaluation. This change also is reflected in the
7.9 percentage point reduction in\the proportion of IEPs in which 'such infor-
mation was not given and could not be inferred. The types of changes noted

. above took place w1th regular school IEPs; they d1d not occur in special
education school IEPS -

i

Change in What Nonmandated Information Wds Contained in IEPs and How

This Ipformation Was Presented

-

B .
Fot both the prior year and current year IEPs, there was a direct rela-
. tiopship between the types of nonmandated information headings included in

IEPs and the types of nonmandated. information provided. While the same general




. . 3 Table 2.8
DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO GURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTlON OF IEPs
BY DEGREE TO WHICH IEP 'INDICATED THAT AN ANNUAL EVALUATION OF
SHORT~-TERM OBJECTIVES WAS.REQUIRED, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
(In percentage. po1nté)

|‘;’
D1fference from Prior to Current Year

Statement of Annuall.
Evaluation of ¥ L Regular \ Special

Short~Terin Objectives ~ | Schools Schools . Total

am

I
'All of the short-term objectives«|
appeared to require at “lemst an
aannual evalpation

Some bu£~not all of the short-
term objectives appeared to
require at least an apnual
evaluation

None of the short-term objec~
tives required at least an
annual evaluation

Such information was not given
and could not be inferred

a/

See Table‘A.ll"for associated standard errors.

i

4

types of such 1nformat1on (e.g., student's age and grade, rat1onale for place-
ment, personnel reSpons1b1e for service, participants in the IEP process) were
corttained in both prlor and current year\IEPs, there was a general tendency
"toward providing more nonmandated informathon in current year IEPs. Whilef
the amoumt of chznge for specific items generally was too small to be signifi-
cant, the tendency toward including such information is clear. Several differ-.
ences were gsufficiently large .to be suggestive of change. As‘i§ shown in
appendix Table A.12, the proportiﬁn of IEPs that incluaed the student's age or
birth date increased 7 percentage points, the prop&rtion that included the
student's race increased 5.5 percentage points, the proportion that included a’
listing of participants in the IEP process imcreased by 8.7 pexcentage peints,
and the proportion that included parental approval increased by 10.3 percentage
points. In general, these changes oécurred in both regular and special school
IEPs, :One possible exception was parental approval which decreased in special
education school IEPs by 8.3 percentage points. However, this latter datum is

not statistically significant.
il
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noted above occurred primarily in regular school IEPs. Ne similar increase

+

IV. CHANGE FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR IN WHO PARTICIPATED
IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND.APPROVAL OF IEPs

/kéfgifshown in Table 2.9, there wag a consideraple increase in the propor-
tlon of IEPs that 1nd1cated participation in the IEP process by the var1ous'
personnel categor1es The exceptlon was the proport1on that indicated partrc1-
pation of ane&llar? pe;sonneﬂ and studentg. Not only did the proportion of, '
IEPs sincrease for participation-in the IEP process; but also thk prgportion of
IEPs signed by the personnel types increased. Probably the most significant
1mproveq#nt was in the proportion of IEPs that indicated representation in.the
JEP’ process by the three types of personnel mandated by P.L. 94-142: teachers;
LEA adm1n1strat1ve representatlves, parents, guard1ans, Oor surrogates. ' Fo;
the prlor year, ohly 29 percent of the IEPs’ 1nd1cat&d participation by all
three of these personnel types in the IEP process. For the current year, this

proportion increased to 37 peftcent of the IEPs-(an 8 percentage-point increase).

Table 2.9 .

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN PROPORTION OF IEPs THAT
SHOWED EVIDENCE OF PARTICIPATION BY VAREQUS CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL
(In percentage points) ) .

Difference from Prior to Current Year
Participant

. in the Sigaer

Categories of Participants IEP Process of the IEP

Teachers and therapists + +9
Administrative personnel + 8 _ +11
Parents ) +12

Mandated personnel (at least
.one person from each of the
three above categories) - + 8

Ancillary personnel’ ) T+l
Student " ’
Could not classify and others - ™ 6°

Ll

°

<As can be seen from Tables A.13 and A.l4, the increased participaiien

-
”

*
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was noted in special education sch ol IEPs While the proport1on of prior
year special educat1on school IEPs thai indicated part1c1pat1on by the various .
personnel types exceeded the proportion of regular school IEPs that indicated '
participation, for the current year the proportion of regular school iEPs
increased to'tEe point of being equivalent to the ﬁioportion of special school
IEPs. s ’ . - \

V. CHANGES IN THE TYPES OF SfECIAL-EDUCATION AND
RELATED SERVICES SPECIFIED IN IEPs
Special education services generally were specified in IEPs in the form
of statements of need and the goals and objectives intended .to meet those
needs. Related services, on the other hand, generally were documented as
explic1t statements of the type of services to be provided.. This section
d1scusses changes from #t.he prior year to the current year in the- types of
spec1al educat:l.on and related services specified in IEPs by (a) discussing
change in the ‘proportion of IEPs that listed need statements, goals, and
obizctiﬁ':s; and (b) discussing change in the proportion of IEPs that listed

arious types of related services.
-

Changes in Need Statements, Goals, and Objectives 7

Change in the proportion of IEPs that reflected services to be provided"
.by including need statﬁments, goals, and gbjectives already has been discussed
in Section III. For example, ‘it was noted (see Figure 2.2) that the proportion
of IEPs fﬁat included annual goals increased by 4.7 percentage points, and the .
’proportion, that included short-term objectives increased by 6.5 percentage
points. The analysis in this present section relates to change by academic

r_}zu'n'i functional areas. No change was_noted in %qi proportiod of IEPs that

included need statements for any specific academic'or functionmal area. Neither
was change noted in the propgrtion that included annual goals for any specific .
v , adcademic or functional area. There was oﬁly one change in the proportion of
IEPs than-included short-term objectives for specific—academic or functionalj
areas. . The proportion of IEPs that included objectives for reading or oral or
wrikten language increaged from 57.6 (with a standard error of 2.6) for the

prior year to 67.8 (with a standard error of 2.5) for the current year.




! " -
Changes in Related Services

No changes from the prior to the current yegi was noted in the proportion

of IEPs that listed related services, or in the types of related services that
- . , .' _
. N : /v
VI. .CHANGE FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR IN INFORMATIVENESS
' AND INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF IEPs g

were listed.

+

All 1EPs that included at least bne’ statement of need, annual gnal, or

short-term objective were analyzed to determine the change from the prior to
the current year in the¥distribution of IEPs containing various combinations
of need statements, goals, and objectives in selected zcademic and functional
aneas. Since, to be infofmative and internally consistent; there should be a
direct relationship between the objectiyes, the goals, and the areas of need
indicated in the IEP, this analysis of Ehe relationships was intended to
permit conclusions to be drawn regarding changes in informative:ess and
internal consistency. -

Only a few randomm differences were noted. As can be seenfi; appendix
Table A.15, the following changes from the prior to the curreﬁt{year took

_ N

place: b 5o

a) The proportion® of IEPs that contained need stateménts goals, and
objectives in the area of reading or oral or wr1ﬁten Engllsh in-
creased by 1 rcentage points. 5?: :

The proportion of IEPs that contained, in the a§ee;of sociZl adap-

tation, only goals and objectives (but no.stat?ment of need) in-:

creased by 10 percentage p01nts .

The proportion of IEPs that contained, for: vocatiénal/prevocat1onal

only goals and objectives (but no statement of nEed) increased by 15
percentage points, C . <

No defzn1t1Ve statement can be made, based on these find1ngs, regarding

change Hﬂ/dnformétiveness and 1nternal consistency While the increased-pro-
portion of IEPs in which needs, goals, and obJect;ves are listed for read1ng Q'

-or oral or written English ﬁnd1cated increased 1nformativeness and internal
'
'.

Proportions were bastd® pn 1EFs that contained at least one need statement
one goal, one objective, or -jome comb1naq1on thereof for the particular academ1c
or functional area. . i -

2
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consistency in that academic area, np such improvement could be noted in other

areas. ' ; oL K o " i

. - . . ; . - 4 . .
The exploratory investigation into -categorizing IEPs‘accbrdlng to 'degree

of informatiﬁeness and internal consistency (sée'Volume 111, Chapter 7) was_
extended to make comparlsons between the prier year and current. year 1EPs.

The f;ndlngé for this substudy are’presented in Kppendlx A, pages &'ZI-A 24,
As noted in the appendix, two types of general_lmprovements wére noted in IEPS_
from the prior year to the current year. First there was'’ some improvement” in,
1nformat1veness of IEPs as 1nd;£ated by an 1ncrease in the 1nc1u91on of infor-

mat1on mandated*by the Act (e g., preseft-level- of-performance information,

Jannual goals, short-term obJeqtlves, beginning date aqd duration of service).

Second, there was an improvement in one measyre of internal consistency; that
is, a 1arger proportlon of IEPS included at least one instance of listing a
short-term obJectlve that related te an annual goal that related to an area of

1nd1cated need . - .

. .
. . N t
* ’

VII. CHANGE FROM THE PRIOR YEAR TO THE CURRENT YEAR IN SERVICE

SETTINGS AND: PROPORTION OF TIME IN SERVICE SETIINGS
. . .

There was nc change from the prior year to the current year in the pro-
portion of regular school’handicapped students receiving special educ#tion in

3

variocus service settlngs {e.g., regular classroom, rescurce roocm, self- con~

_tained class). Neither was there any change in the average nunmber of hours

per week that students assigned to thegse settlngs spent in these settings.

.

<dlip-




L
e Y
"I.- METHOD®LOGY AND. DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

¥

]
- Y

A. Survéy Hethodologx ) - - ' "

The Level 2 Substudy sample con31sted of 61 students from 61 schools’in
25 school d1stricts This sample, a-.subsample of the Ba51c Survey sample, was
, Selected accordrng to the procedures described in Chapter 4 of Volume II. The |
substudy suryey enJoyed a 100 percent response rate in that all selected
districts and schfols participated. It should be noted that the small size of
the Level 2 Sample did not permlt suff1c1ent prec1s1on to make-nat;onal esti-
mates of the Ievel 2, Substudy f1nd1ngs _As.2 result, the counts and propor-
tions;presented and discussed in'this-chapter are unweighted sample‘dafgs .

Data for 'the. Level 2 Substudy were tollected during site visits to. the
subsample of 25 school districts. . The visits were made by RTI professional
staff members and consultants from the Frank Porter Graham Child Development
Center, Univers1ty of North Carolina ag- Lhapel Hill. Each visit consisted of
the .collection of all data for the Ba51c Survey (as is described in Volume II)
and, in addition, of interviews, obServations, and study of school records to
obta1n ‘mere specific 1nformat1on for the Level 2 Subétudy sample .

‘The site visits were conducted in accordance with the Lével 2 Slte-V1s1t
Protocol presented 3s Appendix B. As noted in the protocol, \the Level 2 data
collection activities included unstrictured intepviews with’ schoo1 d1str1ct
spec1a1 education personnelrand w1th tie sample students’ teachers -parents,
and other relevant school personnel ‘In addition, pert1nent informatdon was
obta1ned by 0bserv1ng c1assr0oms and by rev1ew1ng each sample st&dent s school
records Lo obtain 1nformat1on for detﬁrm1n1ng the student s current special
educat1on program The 1nterV1ew§ observatrsn, and school record data werd
used ta def1ne the special.education®and:related services rece1ved by eaclf
sample student for’both the current yeéar and the pr1or yead? .o

Most of the data fot answerlng the research queﬂtlons were either entered
on the data entry formb 1nc1uded in the S1te—V&s1t Protocol (see Append1x B}
or documented as narrative summaries. The remain1ng requ1red data werd obtained
from the: IEPs and var1ous questIQﬂna1res collected as a part of the Basic .-~

L]
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' L
B. Description of the Sample’ ’

The 61 students in the Level 2 Substudy sample were selected from 61
-schools in 25 schodl districts in 17 states. Following is a summary of descrip-
tive information regarding the schools apdethe student sample.

1. Scﬁool Descriptive Information

; The schools from which the Level 2 Substudy students were selected

included 8 special education schools and 53 regula;;sshfols The urban/rural

locations of these schools are showp in Table 3.1.

B . ‘

L]

r

Table 3.1
LOCATION OF SAHPLE SCHOOLS

.

‘!nn

i Number of
- - Number of Special

: ' . Regular Education
Size of City or Town Schools - Schools

small rural or farming community 10

A small city or town of under 50,000 that is
"not a suburb of a city of 50, 000 or over “ 15

A city of 50,000-200,000 that is ‘Aot a suburb
-of a city of more than 200,000

The suburb of a city of 50,000-200,000

A city of.200,000~500,000 that is not a suburb
of a city of more than.500,000 °

The suburb of a city of 200,000-500,000
A city of over 500,000
A suburb of a-city of drer 500,000

L] - . LY

The number of st s in the sample schools ranged from 72 to 4,700,
with an-average stud,e‘:dy of 738. ,The number of handicapped students in
the 53 regular schools ranged from one to 188 with the ayerage being 37. The
' number ,of hand1capped students in the special education schools ranged from 69
to, 441 with the average beidg 193. The average annual per-pupil expenditurex
“ in the 25 school distrlcts'ranged from 51,000 to $2,743 with a mean of $1,643.

] 2: Student Descr1ptive Information’ '

-

The age, grade, and race distributions of the 61 Level 2 Substudy

’

‘ studedts are shown 1n Tables 3.2, 3 3. and 3. 4, respectively.

de

u
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. * Tablé 3.2

SAMPLE STUDENT AGE DISTRIBUTION -~ ~

* Number of .7 * Number of ‘-,Number’ﬁfg
Students Age Spudents Age Students

F-3

.11 . . 4 s 16
12 ‘ . 6 17
13 i8

6
14 .. 5 7 19
15 6 ) 20 &

=)

‘ s
Table -3.3 x

. SAMPLE STUDENT GRADE DISTRIBUTION

Number of Number of — - Number of
Students Grade - Students Grade Students
Y = =

- . 10"
11
*12

Ungraded

r + -

w

‘The sex distribution of thé sample is 37 malet and 24 ﬁemales.
' . o . L
Table. 3.4

s SAMPLE STUDENT RACE DISTRIBUTION

, Number of
Race . Students

Asian or Pacific Island . . ° 1.
.Black, not Hispanic 13
Hispanic . , 3
White, not Hispanic' ] © b4

The handicapping conditions of the 61 sample students are tabulated in
. N . o
Table 3.5. &ince eight of the students had multiple handicaps, the numbers -

total more than 61. cl . . ‘ -
. [ - .

v
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. SAMPLE STUDENT HANBICAPBING CONDI'I‘ION DIS’I‘RIBUTION

LT . Nwﬂber of Students by
- "Handicapping Conmdition . - Severity of thd Handicap

Students with Siégle Handigap

0

-
-~

_ Méentally retdrded

. : _ ; Moderate
Learning -disabled

Emotional}y disturbed

. Speech impaired

Deaf or hard of heéri’ng .
dOrthOpe‘d:.cally 1nrpa1red' (cnppled)
'-Huscular d:l.strophy Lo .

/_ f‘er.cep‘n';.ually 1:mp31;:\eq. '
Students ‘with Multiple Handicaps

L+ —
I'" .. '«! '

. e .
. <
- .

MentIly retarded ’

L] . .
i L I Q} s N
D '
. "t \.’ .

-

\.

I.,earrt:l.ng‘d;.sabled -
Emotroaally d:l.st.urbed
Speech ;mpa1r&d .

i Peaf or ;;:éi of hearmg P
Orthopedic#lly -ippaired (crippled)
Mu%lgul ar ai%t rophy ’
:Perceptﬁai.fy impaired

5 L]
o - — -

PRI
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C. Overview-of the Balance of the Chapter

The balance of this chapter presents answers to the questions addressed
by the substudy. Section II describes the special’ education services provided
as compared to services specified in IEPs. Section III discusses the degree
of p req;al fam111ar1ty with the1r children's IEPs. Section IV sammarizes
additional pertinent find1ngs regarding school and school district pol1cy and

L3

resourte factors.

. s -
’ II. - SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED AS COMPARED
) ; ] TO SERVICES SPECIFIED IN IEP
1' _‘ ”

-
r

L

This s%zfion provides a suﬁmary of ,the data collected in the Level 2

Subsfudy regatding two. research questions. These questions are:
.a) t is the nature of the special education and related services
p ':E:t students in the subsamble actually received?
b)Y’ Haw‘do the ;%ecial education services actually received by students
- in tae'subsample compare with thosa services specified in ths stu-
dent's IEPs?

The balance of this Section provides detailed answers to thesé questions.

~

éection A discusses the assessment &f present levels of educatiomal performance,
Section B.discusses the special education and related services, Section C
discusses the annual %o0als and short-term objectives, Section D compares the
prior year serv1ces with the prior year IEPs, and Sectiod E provides a summary
of compar1son of actual programs with programs as docnmented in the IEPs

Assessment of Present Levels of EducationaI'Perfbrmance

The Education for All Handicapped Childreﬁ Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142)
states that the IEP shall include a statement of the present levels of educa-

tional performance of the child. This subsection discusses the tyPes of .
assessments conducted for the 61 students in the sample, the currency of the
assessments, the assessment results, hHow the actual assessments compared with
ggéessment information in the IEPs, and apparent reasons for any differences
between the actual assdssment and the assessment as specified in the IEPs.

1, ~Types of Assessments Conducted

Based upon data‘obtained from the teachers of the 61 sample stuaencs,

+
various combinations of nine general cateBories of assessment were.used to
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determine the preseat levals of fuhgtioning for the sample students. These
general categorie§ of aséessment,'along with the specific instruments or
techniques t}pically used for each, are listed in Table 3.6.

Fifty-six of the 61 sample students'received some type of academic assess-,
ment. The pumber of students receiving each of the genmeral categories of
academic assessment are shown in Table 3.7. The numbers total more tham 56
because some students received more than one category of academic assessment.
Table 3.8 shows the number of students who received none, one, two, three, and
all fpur of the categories’ of acaéemic assessmept. '

Twenty of the 61 sagple students received some type of functional assess-
ment. The’ number of students receivimg each of the general categories of
functional assessment is shown in Table 3.9. The numbers total more than 20.
because some students received mofe than one category dflfunqtional assess-
ment. Table 3.10 shows the distribution of students by number of categories
o{ functional assessment. ’ { $

Following are several summary statements that help describe the types of
assessments conducted fq}‘the 61 sample students.

a) The aésessmﬁnt of present level of performancelff 29 students poﬁ-l

sisted solgly of achievemént testing and/or teacher-based assessment.
b) . Eleven additional students' assessments consisted solely of various

other combinations oﬁ ong_to three of the four categories ;f academic

assessment.

Thirteen students were assessed in one or two of the four categories

of academic assessment plus one or two of the five functional assess-

ment categories. ¢ ! AN

Three students were assessed in two or three of the four categories

of academic assessment g}us two to five of the functional 3ssessment

-
o+

categories. : . .
.e) Five students' assessments consisted solely of one (three.cases) or
three (two cases) of the functional assessment categories.

¥

2. Currency of Assessments of Present Levéls of Performance

Based upon data obtained from the teachers of the 6l sample students,
ihe assed¥ments of present levels of functioning were reasonably current.
Table 2.11 provides a breakdown of the school'ypars in which the assessments
tgpk place. It should béfnoted that a major reason for the lirge number of

1977-78 schoal year assesements appeared to be that certain standardized tests

* ' = .'.
A 3.6




A {-‘
B

GENERAL ASSESSHE
OR TEC}

-
-

Table 3.6

CATEGORIEiLé;D SPECIFIC INSTRUMENTS:
QUES TYPIC

Y USED FOR EACH

General Assessment
Category =

Special Instruments or
Techniques Typically Used

Academic Assessments:
1. Achievement Tests

i
Y

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)
Peabody Individfial Achievement Test (PIAT)
Key Math Diagnostic Arithmetic Test’

2. Ability Tests

=p

Towa Tests of B;sic Skills (ITBS) .
Boehm Test of Basic Concepts
California Tests of Basic¢ Skills (CTBS)

ligence Tests

3. Int

Wechsler Intell1gence Scale for Children-
Revised (WISC-R}

‘Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale "’

4, Teacher4Based Assessments s

-+

w -

Teacher observations and impressions
Da2ly anecdotal reports
Teacher*made tests and check11sts

5
Functional Assessments:
‘5. Speech Assessments

W, \

-
+

Goldman-Fristoe Test of Articulation

Deep Test of Articulation (MacDonald)

Screening Deep Test of Articulatios
(MacDonald)

Northwestern Syntax Screening Test

‘Informal speech screens

6. Hearing Assessments

Test of Auditory Comprehension of Language
Auditory Discrimination Test (Wepman)
Avdiometer - ]

General auditory discrimination screens

+ 7. Vision Agsessments
; .

"
-

Snelling Visual Screen
Informal visual screen oo

. Adaﬁtive.Behavior and
. Projéctive Assessments .

LY

Vineland Social Maturity Scale-
Rorsbach Ink Blot Test

. Gener#l HMedical and Motor
Assessments

{

Gener3l medical examinations and screening

* Fine and gross motor assessment

Psychomotor screening
Rosner Perceptual Survey

b




.7 Table 3.7

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING ‘EACH CATEGORY OF ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT

N
Academic Assessment Number”of Students
Category i Assessed

Achievement 4

Ability .

Intelligence

Teacher-Based

. « Table 3.8
+ ‘.

bISTRIBUTIOh OF STUDENTS BY NUMBER OF ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT CATEGORIES

L]

3

Number of Acadenmic . ’ Number of
, Assessment Categories ) . Students

None of the 4 Types _ 3

1 of the & Types , 30
2 of the 4 Types -
3 of the 4 Types
4 of the & Tfpes
Total '

"

Table 3.9 '

" NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING EACH CATEGORY OF FﬁNCTIOﬁAL ASSESSMENT

Tl -
Functional Assessment . ) ) Number of
Categories Students

Speech . 10
Hearing‘
Vision .

8
3
Per§ona1ity and Projectives ) 8
9

General Medical and Motor o
<o




Table 3.10
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY NUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT CATEGORIES

Number of Functional . Number of
Assessment Categories Studehts

None of the 5 Types - 40
1 of the 5 Types | 11
2 of the 5 Types '
3 of the 5 Types
4 of the 5 Types
5 of the 5 Types
TOTAL

L

) Table 3.11
CURRENCY OF ASSESSMENTS OF PRESENT LEVELS OF FUNCTIONING

Date of AssesSment Number of Lages

During 1978>79 School Year
During 1977-78 School ‘Year

Part of assessment during 1977-78,
and part during 1978-79

During 1976-77 School Year
During 1975-76 School.yearx

[

/ I3 N

-

are routinely administered at the end of the school year.. This is supported

by the fact.that,JCf:j%ﬁTQBRégses listed in Table ' 3.11, where- al{ or pagt of
-

the assessment to ace during the 1977-78 school year, 18 cases showed at

least part of the assessment taking plice between‘April and July of 1978,

* 3. Results of Assessments of Present Levels of Performance

Comparison of teacher reports and IEPs indicated 2 high level of
agreement 3s to the results of the assessments of present levels of perfor-
mance. Table 3.12 indicates the number of sample students who, according to
,the assessment. results, neehed special education in various academic and fuRCj

’ tional areas. Also listed for each academic and functzonal area is the nugper

ot

of students who,’ accordlng to the assessments resules, did not need special

1




Table 3.12

NUMBER OF STUDENTS HAVING NEEDS, NUMBER NOT HAVING NEEDS, AND.
NUMBER HAVING BOTH STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
IN EACH ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREA —

-
v

r_l

. Number of Students Numher of Students Numbei of Students

. for Whom Assessment For Whom Assessment For Whom Assessment

’ Indicated Need for Indicated No Need for Indicatéd Both Strengths
Academic or Functional Area , Special Educatidn Special Education And Weaknesseg—— --
Reading or Oral or Written : 23
Mathematics . 21
Science - 1
Social Science '
General Academic

Other Academic

Social Adaptation
Self-Help Skills
Emotional oo
Physical Education

Motor Skills -

Speech

Visual Activity

Hearing .
Vocational/Prevocational
Other (Physical Handicap)

22
20

¥
—
L o
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education. The third column in the table gives the number of students who,

according. to the assessment results, both needed and did not need special
education in a particular academic or funétional area. This is because each
area represents a rather broad category. For example, under.mathematics, a
student's assessment might indicate a need for special help in subtgaction:
but might‘indieate that special instruction is not needed in addition.’

In 35 of the 61 cases, the assessment: results appeared realistic based
upon the types of assessments used. In six cases, the IEP listed some assess-
ment results in academic or functional areas where neither the IEP nor the
teacher iqdicated that assessments had been provided. For e#ample, several
IEPs }ndicatng\ty including entries in a cﬁécklist format, that the student’s

-

performance was,_ average in visual perception,.motor coordination, and speech.
Howevgr, the teacher did not indicate that assessment in thqse areas took,
place. Neither did the IEP give any clue as to the source of the information.
Since these possible discrepancies were not noticed during the teacher inter-
views, the reason for them is not known:

In 33 "cases, at least pdrt of the assessment results was given in grade
equivalencies,

4. How ,Actual Teacher Reported Assessment Compared With Assessment

-

Information on the IEPs v

To compare the ;ctual assessments of present levels of performance
{based on information provided by the teachers of the saﬁplé students) with
the assessment information listed on the IEPs, 'the following questions were
addressed. '
a) In how many cases was the actual assessment provided basically
identical to, that specified in the IEP? " ,
b) In how many cases did the actual assessment exéeed that specified in
the IEP? ) .
.¢) In how many cases did the assessment- specified in the IEP exceed the
,actual assessment? . Y
dP In how many cases did the IEP provihe data to support the statement
of present level of functioning? ~ ,
“e) In how many cases did the IEP provide the assessment dates?
Table 3.13 summarizes data that answers the first three questions. For

the- 22 cases wheré the actusl assessment exceeded that specified in the IEP,

the differences generally were not particularly significant. Often the

. ]
-




Table 3.13

ACTUAL ﬂSSESSHENTS COHPARED NITH ASSESSMENTS SPECIFIED IN THE IEPs
f ""‘\ 4

L]

Type pf Compardi son ;;f/ Number of Cases

—

hd <
—

Actual assessment matched that specified in IEP . 37

Actqal:assessqent exceeded that spesified in IEP 22

Assessment specified in IEP exceeded actual
assessment ’

Actual assessment wag different from but basically
equivalent to that specified in IEP

Total

——

I

. N ' # 3
difference was as simple as the IEP listing assessment results but not providing

thes name of the agsébsment instrument or method. In other cases, the teachers
might have named four or five instrumgnts that actually were used, and the I f
lists only a portion of those instruments. In no cagse did the IEP list sig- °
nificant assessments that, according to the teacher, did not take place.

T Data regarding the fourth question listéd above (In how many ca%Ses did
the IEP provide data to support the statement of present level of functioning?)
is provided in Table 3. 14. As shown in the table, 40 (i.é., 21 + 19) of the =
61 IEPs proyided supporting data, such as test scores, for part or.all of the

listed aé!essments. " '

Table 3.14

EXTENT TO WHICH IEPs INCLUDED A HEADING REQUESTING DATA .
T0 SUWRPORT THE STATEMENT OF PRESENT LEVEL OF 'FUNCTIONING,
AND THE EXTENT TO WHICH SUCH DATA WERE. PROVIDED -

Extent to Which Heading and N .
Supporting Data were Included . ' “Number of Cases’

IEP included he;ding requesting data, and data were . 2
prévided for all issessments ‘ * '

IEP included heading requesting data, and data were 1%
provided for some but not all assessments

IEP included heading requesting data, but data were
not provided

IEP did not include heading requesting data, and
data were not provided

Total




Data regarding the number of.cases in which the IEP ﬁroﬁided the assessment
date is provided in Table 3.15. As can be seen from the table, assessment
dates were includéd on the IEPs in slightly less than half of the 6l cases.

« 5. Apparent Reasons for leferences Between Actual Assessments and

*ﬁssessments SpeCLfLed 1n TEPs

IQ none of the 6l cases dad it ;;E;ar likely, based on teacher .
1nterv1ew data, that theﬂIEP spec1f1ed assessments thaf did not take place. In
all of the 61 cases, the actual assessment program appeared to equal or exceed
the _assessment specified in .the IEP. In these 22 cases where the actual
assessment appeared to have exceeded the assessment listed on the IEP, the
relat}vely minor® variations appeared to result mostly, if not exc1u51ve1y{
froq the teacher's ‘or committee'’s tendency to inclu@p only méjor assessments

“in the QEP. In many cases, this tendency yas encouraged by'the format of the

L}

/

“ Table 3.15 »

EXTENT TO WHICH IEPs INCLUDED A HEADING REQUESTING ASSESSMENT
DATES, AND THE EXTENT TO WHICH SUCH DATES WERE PROVIDED

i

< 7 ]

Extent to Which Headings’ ’ s

- 3

and Dates were Included- Number of Cases

£
IEP included’gzading requesting assessment dates, 17
and dates were provided - )

| IEP did not include heading requesting assessment . o 10
dates, but dates were provided

IEP 1nc1uded heading requestlngjasse;sment dates,
.but dates were not provided

IEP did pot include heading request&ag\assessment
dates, “and dates ‘were not _provided .

Total. - )

€

IEP, which often had only limited space for assessment da&a. In this bvften®
limited space, those who prepare the IEP, quite l?gically, emphqsized’the
wresults of the assessments rather than the types of instruments or'procedures
) .Hsed to obtain those results. One positive outcome of this tendency may be the

fact’ that all of the 61 IEPs provided, in varying degrees of detall, results'

of an assessment y . .
A




As shown in Table 3-. 14, 21 of the 6l IEPs fa1led to p?b\udegany data,
.‘such as test ‘scores, to support the statement “of prebent level of performance
. It is interesting to note that 20 of the 61 IEPs, all 20 of wh1ch are included
in the 21 noted above thal: d1fnot prov1de the data, did not’ have a!headl.ng
that asked for supportzng data. Since the IEP’ format appeared to-be determined
pr1maz;1ly at the school d1str:|.ct level, the lack of a head:l.ng under wfuch to .

list test scores, etc,, apparently reflected the school d1sti:1ct decision, that

L]

such mformat:l.on was £ar'l't-:‘t necessar:l.ly .needed in the IEP &,

» As shown in Table 3. 15, no assessment ‘dates were 1ncluded” 34 of the- 6l
5 TEPs. &lhe reason for this appeared to be the same as‘for sup‘portl.ng data,

that is, most’ of the IEPs did not have a head:|.ng for such 1nformet1on Of the

IEPs for the 61 sample students only 18 1EPs haq a head:|.ng requesting assess-
ment dates _ ’ L e e ’

B
H
-
«
-~ : >,

Special Education and Related Serv:l.ces Prov1ded ) ]
The Education ¥or all Handl.capped Ch1ldren .Act of 11975 (P L 94-142)
"states that the IEP shadl 1ncluﬂ statement of the spep:l.f:l.c educat:l.onal .

serVices to be prov1d, and the extent to which the student m.ll be able to
partl.c}pate in'regu -' educational prog?:a.ms The Act alko states that the IEP - .
-shall include t} ro_]ected date for injtiation and anticipated duratl.on of

the services his subgect:l.on discusses the types of placements “ the number
=3

‘

of per week that the students received the special educat‘%‘on s ces,

b
elated “seypices prov:l.ded the begl.nnmg dateg and durat1on of services,
hqy the actual serv:l.ces prov:l.ded compare with the serv1ces as .spec1f1ecl%ln whe .
o
1EPs, - and the -lapparent reasons for any differences between serv:l.ces received

and ser’v:l.ce.s sge ed?n the \IEPs. . L e .

1.. "I'ypes 'la.ceﬂt i o ) - :
'I‘able 3.16° d1spfays the - types of placement in hth‘.l.ch tge 6l sample

_students r?ce1ved spec:l.al education services.. The table also shows the number

of sampleﬁ*sthd’ents in each type 'of‘plac'ement. These: data are based dn teacher

e = - " . . ’

interview 1nformat:1qn ) . A .

-

-

2, Hours Per Week Assl.&ned to Spec:l.al Educatzon ' o

P .
Table 3. 1? shows the number of houJ:s per lwe,ek that the sample stu-'

dents réce;.ved spec:l.al, education services in tife pl"adement sett:|.ngs shown :.n -

Table 3. 16 These data also are based on teache? 1nterV1ews




Table 3:16°
PLACEHENT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION

P "y

. . Number of Sample "~
.. Type of Placement - Students Placed

.

Resource Room .- : _ 29
Self Contaaned SpeC1a1 Educatisn Classroom e 19

‘ -,Speech Therapy . = . .
" - .
Resource Room Plus’ Vocationa ogramior Workf‘
* Setting- . g ’

Self- Gontalned Special Educatin Classroom Plus
, Vocational Program or Work et£1ng .

~Departmenta11zed Program (Student«moved from class
L to class in a special education school)

Regular Classroom
Total

Table 3.17

&
HOURS PER WEEK IN SPECIAL EDUCATION SETTING :

L 2 i 1

Hours Per Week in* , ;
Special Education ] . Number ofStudents
: h |

1 hour or less - ) : 7
.2-1/2-+5 hours’ ' 16
5-1/2--10 hours
12-1/2~~15 hours
20--25-hours
27 1/2--30 hours
50 hours (Includés work program)

A Y

. TQ&al“ ) ‘
-

K
f N

. . Related Services Provided -

. * % According, to the teacher interviews, 10 of the 6l sample students

received related services. These data are.presented in Table 3.18.




Table 3.18

' .
RELATED SERVICES PROVIDED

+’ Types of Related Service ‘ Number of Sample Students

- . B

Special Diet (for hyperaétiﬁéibhild).
Nursing C;re g
Physical Therapy

“Counseling

+ Transportation : ‘(T_E\

_Total

- N . .
- . +

The Beginning Dates and Anticipated‘Duratioh of Services

The beginning détei of special education services (that is, the
dates that the current IEPs became effective) are given in Table 3.19., "It is
evident from this table that most of the IEPs became effective at the beginning
_of the 1978-79 school year. o . :

oo ‘qihe duration of services, generally. expressed by providing the beg%gning
date andfending date, typically was for. one academic year. The ending dates

for the current year IEPs are tabulated in Table 3.20.

=

Table 3.19 .

BEGINNING DATES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES

Beginning Dates of Services ' Number of Cases

' Beginning of 1978-79 School Year. ’ 43

Beginning of Second Half of 1978-79 School © 10
, Year (January ¢or February 1979) ‘

Harch or April 1979 .
End of *1977-78 School: Year (May-or June 19??)
Total

¥ e, "

t=




*"any real disagreements.

4

- Table 3.20 . .
"ENDING DATES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES

Ty

Endjnélnﬁies of Services . _ Number of Cases

End of ié?ﬁ-?g School Year
January 1980

“april 1980

. Total; Dol

.
] ot " ot 4
'

* &
5;;; Comparlson of Services Provided WLth Sermece# Specified‘in IEPs

) In only one case dld the IEP list the - student aé rece1v1ng speclal‘“‘
education in one setting (resource room) wheh the student actually was‘assléned .
to a dlfferent settlng (self- eontaé%edic%@ssroom) "HDNever, in another 20
cases,’ the’ 1EP dld not specify the setting. In the remalnlng 40 cases’ the -
teacher reperts of placement agreed with the 'placemgnts speclfled it the IEPs
There was no dlsagreement regarding related services prdvlded

There was’ no slgnlflcant dlsagreement as to the beglnnlng d;Ee and dura- »
tion of service, In ‘one case, the IEP stated -that ;ﬁeélal bducatlon would
begin in September 1978 the pngram actually. started‘fh October 1978.

There was no slgniflCanL dl&agreement between the hours per week that -
sample students Wwere 3551gned te .special education and the hours per week
specified in the IEPs . However, 32 of the IEPs failed to provlde this mandated

information. In two casesr the actual houts per ‘week in special educatlon was

¢
[l - -

20 hours whereas the IEP ‘listed the‘tIMe as being 15 hoUrs -

6. Apparent Reasdggifor Differénces Between Actual Speclal EAucatlon

Placements and Placements Specified 1n IEPs 'm

,_‘“

Differences between actual speclal educatlon placements, based bn
1nterv1ew lnformatlon from the teachers of the 61 sample students, and place-

nts speclfxed in IEPs were more a factor of missing data‘lnﬁth% IEPs than of

»
L]

The ‘one case where there was actual disagreement (the_IEP specified

resource room while the actual placement was in a self-cantained classroom)

was a result of the format of the TEP. The placement ggrtlon of the IEP

' utlllzed a checklist format for noting the‘type of placeﬁ?ht Only "regular

L]
Ll
.




»

classroom,” ""vocational program," and "resource room” were listed on this
checklist fotma?. :The teacher checﬁed the "resource room" block because it
came closest to matching'the actual placement. Fourteen of the IEPs did not
have & heading for a placement or servzces to-be provided recommendation.
Twenty-nine of~ the IEPs did not have a . heading under which to list "related

-

" services" to'be provided. o ;
of the 32 1IEPs that did not provide 1nformat1on regardlng extent to which
Ehe stqdent would’ be able to parth1pate in the regular classroom, 15 did not
have a head1ng for such 1nformat1on. of the 17 IEPs that had headings request-
ing the 1nformat1on, but where the 1gformat1on was not provided, 12 of the.
‘Btudents were placed full time in spec1a1 education schools or self contained
classrooms. This maY indicate that some teachers or committees did not thimk
it, necessary to wrzte in extent-of- partzczpat1on-1n-regular classroom data in
those s1tuat10ns where the student typlcally did not attend 2 regular G&assroom
(It should be noted that the temm "regular classroom" is not a pan£1cularly

mean1ngful ‘term for a special education school.) - .

L

., ) .

Aonnyal Goals and Short-Term 0b3§ct1ves .
The Educatién £for all Handicapped Children Act of 19?5 (P.L. 94-142) «
states that the IEP should include a statémefit of appual godls, including

shoré-term instructionil objecﬁives, and‘appropriate objec;ive criteria and
evaluation procedures and schedules for determinifg, om 'at least an annual

basisy whether "instructional obgectlves are belng achzeved., This subsection
descr1bes these factors as’ they relate to the speczal efiucation programs of
2 ﬁhe 61" sample students and *compares these factors in the actual program to

¥
.the “factots as pre&ented 1n the IEPS Th1§gi:mectzon also discusses apparent

- ‘teasons for d1ffe¥enqes between ;he actual ls and objectives and the goals

and ob;ect1ves l1sted on the IEPS., o o, . ’ (

L. - Aopual Goals - O <%

The actual spec1al education programs for the 61 sample students,

-

based on teacher 1nterv1ews, 1ncluded annual goals in theﬁafadem1c and func-

tional areas shown in Table 3.21. The-table also shows the humber of "students
" whose programy}ﬁcluded annual goals 1n each of'these areas. As shown on the

table, most of the programs included, as.a minimum, goals in language and

=

mathemat1c9 TaT ’ ’ .

N




et Table 3.21

NUHBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION. PROGRAMS HAVING ANNUAL 4
GOALS IN VARIOUS ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS

b

v . Number of Special Education
_ : Programs Including Goals in
Academic¢ or Functional, Area Each Area

'

n )

' |Reading - 34
Spelling - : K s
.Wrztten Express1on ) . 9
Other Reading or Oral or Wr1tten English 19 :
Mathematics ; ‘ ’ 41
Science . -

Social Science

General Acad:m1c

Other Academic

Social Adaptation
Self-Help Skills
Physical'Education
‘Motor Skills

Speech . . .
Vocational/Prevocatidnal
Other

’

-

. .y .
* A comparison of the actual program goals with the goals listed on the
IEPs is ‘shown in Table 3.22. In seven cases, the actual program, based on

-z
-

« . Table 3,22
COMPARISON OF ACTUAL PROGRAH GOALS WITH GOALS LISTED IN IEPs <

v

-

O

‘/ Type of Comparison' : .- Number of Cases

v

1Actual prog;au?goals were the same as goaly listed - 53

1EP ! pl ~
Aqual péogrém goais exceeded goals listed in IEP
Goals listed in IEP exceeded actual program goals

Total . ®
: &
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-
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-

inforﬁation‘provided by the teachers, included soﬁe goals that were not listed
4
on the IEP. In one caSe, the IEP listed goals that were not a part‘of the

actual. prograg. In the remaining 53 cases, the actual program goals” were
essent1aily 1dent1cal to the goals listed in the IEP. '

- »

2. Short-Term Objectives -

‘The actual short-tern objeqh}ves and the .objectives in ‘the IEP were

¢ompared on two dimensions. First, the short-term objectives were compared to
determ1ne to what extent the actual objectives were intended to address the
same needs (peet the ;ame goalsy as the IEP objectives. Second, the level of
spec1fic1ty of "the short-term objectlﬁgﬁb(or learning steps) was compared,

In general, the actual shﬁﬂt=beép ob3ect1ves were sim¥tar to the objec-
tives in the IEPs in subJect matter covered. One major exception was the
eight previpusly discussed cases where the annual goals—d1ffered Where:there
were add1€1enal annual goals, there also were additional short-term obJect1ves
where certain, goals had been omitted, _the related short-term obJect1ves also

were omitted. Another ‘exception was six cases where the IEP had no short-term

abjectives. In the remaining 47 cases, while there often were minor variations

in subject-matter covered, there was a good match between the actual program

and the-IEPs,

Level of specificity of short-term objectiJes refers to the degree of

_detail or the degree to which objeciives_approach acgual learning steps. For

example, consider the learning objective "Learn to multiply two-digit numbers
by two-digit numbers." Thzs obJect1ve easxly can be broken down ‘into less
complex objectives ‘as shown 1n Figure 3.1. As is shown in the figure, in
order to learn the general objective, one fzrsi must learn‘tge three objectives
listed just under the general objective. In order to learn one of these
objectives, one must learn the next lower-level of obJectzves etc. Eventually,

such a learning analyszs will result in learning objectives or learning steps

that the student already can master. The’ maJor point here is that a teacher

cannot directly teach the general objeetive of multzplyzng two-digit numbers
to a student who has not mastered a2 number of more specific learning objectives.
The level of specificity of short-term obiectives, theq, has a8 direct relation-
ship to the practicality of teaching objectiives exactly as they are written
without introducing some number of additional intervening objectives. The
level of specificity of*objectives is an indicatidn of the degree to which the

documented objectives are the "real'" classroom objectives or more of a summary

b

L]

statement of the real objec¢tives.

-




L]

Hultiply two-digit nobmbers General Learning
by two digit numbers .  Objective

v q c{w'i

e e l.
Multiply one-digit numbers Add two-digit oumbers "Carry'" when product
by one-digit qumbers' . has more than oneé digit

F

"Carry" when sum of ) Add one-digit numbers More Specific
two one-digit numbers - . Learning
is more than one digit : . Objectives

Y.

Identify one-digit
numbets

»

1/

To simplify the figure, a further breakdown of these objectives has
not been included. il :

) Figure 3.1
- ) Coo.
Reducing a General Learning Objective to More Specific Objectives

. . Y




" - A comparison of the level of specificity of the short-ierm objectives for:

the 61 sdmple students is*v:l.ded in Table 3.23. The table shows that, by a;

slight majority of cases, e objectives actually used in the classroom are

_ore specific than the objectives listed on the IEPs. In no case ‘are the

actual objectives less specific than :ﬁe IEP.. This indicates that, in most of

the 6l cases, the IEP ;eprezéhts an overview of the actual program as repre-

sented by the short~term ob}

Pl ~

ctives to be met by the program. - "

. Table 3,23

CO%&RISON OF LEVEL ‘OF-S’ICITY OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES

L A * Lo

3

, Type of Comparison Number of Cases

-

‘| Level of specﬂﬁicity of objectives in actual program . 30
same as level of specificity of objectives in IEP

¥ -
Level of specificity of objectives in a¢tual program
greater than level of specificity of objectives
in IEP . !
{ Level of specificity of objectives 4n actual program
greater because JEP had Bo objectives

Level of spec1f1c1ty of ob3&ct1ves in IEP"greate
than in actual program

Total

.

»
-

\ L}

Appropr1ate Objectxves Criteria

Evaluat1ng the existence of appropriate ob3ect1ve ¢riteria for

determining whether or not the short-term objectives were being met required -

consideraBle.subiectivity on the part of the Level 2 Substudy interviewers.
Since such criterii often were not documented, either in the IEP or elsewhere,
estimating the proportion of the short- term objectives for which evaluation
criteria existed was 1argely dependent upon the interviewer's opinion as to
whether the criteria proposed by the teachers was éhe actual planned criteria
or merely the teacher's ideas of criteria that might be used.

Because of the largely subjective nature of these data, only in casés

where extreme differences appear can it be reported with any confidence that

‘ -
£y

@

i




K any differences éxiqted between the éctuai'objeptive criteria and the criteria

‘_... eRtered in the IEP. More specifically, the actuaw existence of objective
criteria for determiring whether or not the short-term objectives were being‘ .
met was considered'to exceed thélobjective criteria information in the IEP
gglﬁ in those,cases where (a) ghé interviewer stated that objectivg criteria

existed for some, most, or all of the short-term objectives, aﬁﬁ (b) the IEP

¢tompletely gpiled to provide such-data. This situation existed in 17 of the

6l cases. (In no case did the existence of evaluation criteria in the IEP “J

-

exceed the exfstgnce of evaluation criteria in the actual program.

It should be n;ted that most of the IEPs for.the sample students (42 of
the 61) did not contain a heading requesting appropriate objective c;itefia.
ﬁor& typicaliy the objective criteria was considered to be a part of the
short-term cbjeetives. E.g., if a sho?tJterﬁ objectivé was a logical statement
of expected-behavior to an acceptable (acceptéhle io those who ﬁroEe the IEP)‘
standard, it was comsidered in this stuay to incldﬁe‘appropriqte objective
criteria. (Also see Appendix P of Volume III.) In only 19 of the 61 IEPs
weke 50 percent or more of the short-Eérm objectives considered to be legical
statements of expected behavior to an acceptable standard. Thirty-one of the

IEPs did not include a single short-term objective that met this criterion

(six of these had no short-term 6bjectives). . . . -

L. Evaluation Procedures for Short-Term Objectives

As with objective evaluation criteria, determining'the existence of
procedures for evaluating the short-term obsectives was based more on subjec-
ti inion than en actual data. In 16 of the 61 c;ses, hpwever, not only -
d:jeEZ%\Bhe interviewer conclude that evaluation proc&dqreé existed in the
actual program, for s;me, most, or all of the short-term objectives; but also,
.(5) the IEPs for these programs failed to'list gvaluation procedyres for any
objectives. In the remaining 45 cases, ;here:was nok sufficient evidence to
determine the match Retween the actual program and the IEP. In nio case was
there an,indica;ion that the.IEP exceeded the gctual pragram'in the number of
objectives for which evaluation procedures were available.

S. EvaluationlSchedule for Short-Term Objectives

The schedules for evaluating shert-term objectives, as reported by - -
the teachess of the sample students, are as shown in Table 3.24. While these’
evaluation schedules were in general agreement with the evaluation schédules

stated in or assumed from other data in the IEPs, in about half of the cases

S+




Table 3.24

, 4 ,
EVALUATION SCHEDULES FOR SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES

3

)

Evaluation Spﬁednle - I Number

-,

Progress on at least part of the objectives evaluated
‘daily or weekly -~

Progress oﬁPobJect1ves generally evaluated about

every six weeks
=,

Progress on objectives generally evaluated at end
of school term - ¥ :

Progress on obJect1ves generally evaluated at end
of school year )

Y
*

—
No specific evaluation schedule

Total

3

the actual evalaations took place somewhat more frehuedtly than would be

—

inferred from the IEPs. It should be noted that very few of the IEPs specifi—-'

cally p;oviaed an evaluation schedule, In most IEPs the schedule had to be

inferred from other data. Taple 3.25 shows, for example, the source of the

-

evaluation schedule data in the 61 sample IEPs,
. ~

Table 3.25

7 SOURCES OF EVALUATION SCHEDULE DATA

rd
-

=

”gﬁurCes of €valuation Schedﬁle DaEa . ' Numbe; of Qases

-3

l -

ScheduIE-:as specifically stated as belng ‘the ) . 3

—

evaluation schedule e

Schedule could be‘implied from short-term objectivés
»

Schedule had to be implied from the beginning=of-
" treatment and end-of-treapaent dates -

Schedule was nejither stated nor implied :
1 Total, ’ \
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Apparent Reasons for Differences Between Actual Annual Goals and

" Short=-Term Objectives, ahd Goalss and Objectives Specified in IEPs

« . In the eight cases where the actual program goals differed from the
goals 1listed 'in the IEP, the diffefences were relatively minor and genmerally
consisted of the addition of omission of one.or two goals from a total of fou;
or five goaléf Two major-reasons for these differences were offered by the
teachers. First, IEPs sooetimes are prepared at the end of the previous
schopl year, usumally by last year'e teacher. This year the student may have
had a different teacher who worked toward meeting somewhat different goals
without yet updating the IEP. And second, in several cases the teacher staeed
that the student had made mo}e progress than hao been expected andxxfﬁus, was
now working ‘toward meeting sl1ght1y d;fferen: goals than those listed in the
IEF. In scheols where these s1tuat1ons appeared to ex1st IEPs typically were
prepared (or updated} at a part1cu1ar time dur1ng thé school year. To assemble
a committee and prepare - a=new IEP at other’ polnts when changes in goals was
anticipated did pot appear_to'{1t the school's system, and thus was not typi-
cally done. ' L " ' a

Two maJor reasons for dlfferenCes in actual short-term gbjectives and _
obJectives listed 'in the IEPS were, - a§ noted previously, given by school and t
school-d;str1ct personnel Flrst, 1n those. cases where the annual'goéls
d1ffered the related short-term objectives, pf necess1ty, also ‘differed. And .
Second the 1eve1 of spec1flc1ty of obJect1ves as documented in the IEP generally
was rdot as great as- the level of spec1f1t1ty of obJectaves taught in the
élassroom because th1s portion of the IEP generally Was cons1dered to be more
of an overview than an actual classroom lesson plan Teachers generally '
35351o/;ed that it was unﬁécessary and unduly burdenSome to document short-
term obJect1ves at the learningrstep level actually used in the classrio

lefe:ences in oBJectYVe criteria, evaluat1on procedures, ‘and evaluaéZon -
schedules appeared to be prim rily a result of not listing such data in IEPs..
As i noted, eanlier,-dnly 1% o the 6i IEPs had headings requesting objective R
crlteria, and .only 30 LEPS had one or more short-term objgttives that, by
v1rtue of be1ng 1og1ca1 statements of expected behavior to an acceptable
standard, fould be con51dered to 1nc1ude.obJective cr1ter1a Huch the same

thing also was true of evaiuation. procedures and evaluab1on schedules. Only

26 of the 'IEPs contained headings requesting evaluation procedure 1nformatfon,

1

-

5

and only 20 IEPs oontQ;;ed headings requesting evaluation schedulegé .

3.25




D1 Comparison 'of Prior Year Servi?es with Prior Year IEPs

1(”' “ The IEP for the prior year (generally the 19#7-78 school year) was avail-
abfe for 49 of the 6l Level 2 Substud¥ students. However, fbr 3 of éhese'ég
1EPs, the teacher(s) who provided the pr1or year services was not ava1lab1e
for interviewing (i.e., the teacher no longer taught in the school d1str1ct or
the student had transferred frog another school district). This left a sampIe
of 46 students for whom comparisons could be made between special education
services providé& for the prior year and. the Qervices p}omised in the prior
year IEP. ‘ " ' |

SinCe the teacher had, to depend primarily on memory to describe the

L

services actually provided to the student duraﬂg the prior year, tﬁe 1nterv1ew

focused on f1ve major items of information. These items, which are 11sped

J
below, were considered té provide a realistic plcture of the éxtent of spec1al

services provided.
1) Placement.
2) . Beginaoing date of service.
3) Proposed duration of service.
4) Hours per week (or percent of'time) assigned to special education.

»

5) HNature of and number of annual goals. . .
Table 3.26 presents data on how, bge®d on teacher interview information and
review of the IEPs, the actual prior year program compared.,with the IEP regara-‘
ipg these five items.
As can be noted from the table, the differences between the actual prior
- year services and the IEP can be grbuped into two categories: the®actual
program included more ansual goals than the IEP, and the IEP did not include
certain information .These gategories of differences and possible reasons for
the d1fference§43re discussed below. ’ '
The reasons given by teachers for the larger number ofyannual goals‘
inclided in the actual. pgior year program were the same as the reasons given
- for the current year program;‘ihat i, the IEP sometimes is prepared by the
/previous year's' teacthT;ho did not always include all of the actual goals,
and the students' progress sometimes justifies working toward new'goals in
;hdiﬂion to the.planged goals. As can be noted from Table 3.26, 12 (or 26
perceﬁt) of the prior &eai programs apparently ipngluded more annual goals than
were listed in the IEP. Th1s is in marked contrast to the current year where
only 7 of 61 (or 1ll. .5 percent) of the programs included more annual goals than
: i 6,

3.26
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*jb Table 3. nhhiz'

COMPARISON OF PRIqR YEAR SERVICES WITH PRIOR YEAR IEPs

&

T
.

o e \x\\ ) Number of
How Serwices Compared, to IEP \\ Cases.
~ . 1Y

Agtuai program was basically fa#eical to IEP o 3 "

Actual program was basically idgntical to IEP. except ’ 17
that IEP did not provide information regardingj hours
per week ass1gned to special education

Actual program wasebasically identical to IEP eﬁEEpt
that IEP did not provide information regarding place-
ment or hours per week.assigned to special education

-~

‘ a R
Actual program was basically identical to IEP except
that IEP did not provide information regarding
‘proposed duration of service or hdurs per week

assigned to special education .
Actual program had wore annual goals than. ZEP;
otherwise, program was basically identical to IEP

Actual Program had more annual goals than FEP. Other
factors were basically identical except that IEP
did not provide information regarding hours per
week assigned to special education

o
-

Actual program had more a;nuaf goals than IEP. *Other
factors were basically identical except that IEP
did not provide information regarding placement or
hours per week assigned to special education

Actual prograh had more annual goals ‘thad‘IEP. Other
. factors were basically identical except that IEP did
not provide information regarding propos€d duration

of service or hours p¥r week assigned to special
education s
L}

No comparison could Ye made because, while an IEP
"existed, it_did not contain information regarding
placement, beginning date of service, proposed
duration of service, hours per week assigned jo
special education, or annual goals

Total
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were 11steJ in.the’ IEP %wo p0551b1e reesons for thls'Year- o- yea dlﬁﬁerence
},r is offered First, the current ‘yéar IEPs fox‘ 46 students average Silghtly
‘“or more goals (? ) goals per IEP) -than do the prior year IEPS (7. 1 goals per
IEP). iThe fact sthat' fewer goals were llsted in pr1or year IEPS cohld contr1-
bute th eha'ad£::1 pr1or "year. program goals exceedxng those lxsteﬂ on the'
» IEPs.
school year whereas, for _the current year, only part of the school’ year gen-
erally was conSLdered (Level Zudota collectl.on tdok p]‘ace 1.11 "January thrqugh

% ‘April of:1979; therefore, up to five months of the School year remained when‘

-

. And second,’ for the prior year, the'xeacher was conSLdeang the entire

}

“the teaehe;s*weré Lntervlewed)
added

It .1s quite pOSSLble that,’ when new goals ate

0 a proégram, such additions tended to take place near £he end. of-the
"schook year .after many of the,goels list Ln,the IER are more'llkely to have

been met. * . , L St L o '

Whlle the reasons for the,
. ggeculatlve, thejreasons for the
In- 33 of the 36 casgs

certain. .
have a heading requestlngwthe data’
provide data ana did not
Table. 3. 2?

, o j

N 4

Tab e 3.27

NUMBER oF PRIOR YEAR IEPs THAT FAIj 4}0 FROVIDE
VARIOUS TYPES OF DATA,” AND THE OF THESE IEPs
REQ ING THE °DATA

number of annual goals are, somewhat
ssing dagta, on the 46 IEPS is soﬂewhat more
missing data in the IEP, the IEP d1d‘not
. The breakdown of IEPs that falled to.

a Headlng requesglng the data IS:prOVIQEd ig

~ -

h ]

«THAT 'DID NOT INCLUDE é(‘}lEADING

e

-

.

-

T

Number of Prior
Year IEPs that
Failed teo Pro-

Number of Prior Year
IEPs- giaat Failed to”
Provi Data and Also

Did Not«ave a. Heading

”

Requesting the Data )

-~

Type oﬁﬂPata

vide the Data

¥

| Reconnen:j;/piacement 'Kf>
Beginning-date o? smiee

" ’

. L
per week assigned to
. eialaeducation° ‘

O

-

\3§

An additional six IEPS did mot
provgde the data. :

have a head1ng requestlng the data but,

»

e

Six IEPS had a headlng Tequestlﬂg the data but d1d not proﬁ1de the -data.

s

3.28
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" Sumhary of Comparison of Actual Programs with Programs as Documented

in the IEPs . L

L4

: JTQe major Level 2 Substudg finding regarding the comparison of actual
speczal educatlon programs wlth programs as documented 1n the IEPs-is that the
actual prog;am, for the. 61 studenf sample, compared favorably with the IEP,

\for both the current year apd (for 46 of the student ‘sample) for the prior
t}ear. Thete appeared to be' no attempt to promlge services in the IEP with no
intention of actually providing- the service. Tnstead,_the actual program-
tended té expand slightly on the typically overview type of program outline
included in the IEP. No attempt was made in the Level 2 Substudy to judge the
quality or appropr1at§ness of the actual speC1al'%ducat1on ﬁtograms, therefore;
no such ;esults can be reported ‘here. It can however, be stated wlth reason~
able conf1dence that the actual program generally included those serV1ces
spec1f1ed in the IEP and the actual program plan often included a level of
detail not included in the IEP. ‘ '

¢ _ " :
o III. DEQREE OF EARENTSi FAMILIARITY WITH ?HEfR CHILPREN'S‘IEPS

. . ‘»
N . [ -
.

o, . .' .
To determine the degree to which the parents (or guardians) of the Level 2

‘sﬁbsample students were knowledgeable ébout fﬁeir children's IEPs; an attempt
was made to interview the pagbﬁt (or guardian) of each of the 61 students in

the supsapptjiv‘Eprty-four (or 72 percent) of the parents were contacted, 38

. By telephone ands7- by qail. In every case, only one pafent, usuvally the
/}In édditiqn, for each of the 61 students in the sample,

mother, was ﬁontacted
-the teacher most. kndw]ﬁdgeable about the student's IE{ Was asked for his or
her op1n1on of how kuowledgeable the ch11d s parentS'Were about the IEP. - This .
latter infqrmatlon not only provided data for all 61 students in the sample,
but also ﬁermittedléompariSOn of teéchers' .perceptions with parents' percep-
tions. Fo is a‘summary of the 1nformat10l obtained from the’ var1ous

parental knowledge contacts

r
ey

A. Ge;;zzzhkﬁformétion

Since all 81 agrents‘were sufficienily conversant in English to understand

theip ¢hild's IEP, no.particular assistance was required %a conductlng the

parent 1nterv1ews




According to teacher reports, in 59 of the 61 cases, the parent was aware

7
that his or her child was considered by the school to be handicapped. In-the ’
remaining two cases, the teacher was not sure ome way or the other.

. [}

Extent to Which Parent Was Aware That Student qu an, IEP

In all 44 of the cases whére the parent ‘'was contacted, the parent ;nd1cated
that he or she was aware that his or her child had an IEP. In all 44 of these
cases, the student's teacher also indicated that the parent.haa abare of thej
existente of the IEP. In the 17 cases where the parent Was not contaéted, one
teacher-indicated that the parent was not ayare of the existence of the IEP,
one teacher stated that she did not know whether or not the parent knew about
. the IEP,uand 15 te ers stated that the parent d1d knoy of the IEp. It is

interesting to note that in the one case where the teaoher'stated that, the“
parent was not aware that her child had an IEP, the actual IEP conta1ned what;
apparently was the parent's approval signature. However, th1s IEP is entitled -
"Ind1v1dual Student Plan _and makes no mention of a handltapp;ng conditipn or
of the present level of educat1ona1 functioning. Therefdre, it is posszble

that the parent signed the document without knowing it ,was an IEP.

k)
. - '
R . ‘>

c. ’__gree of Parental Fam111ar1ty with the Content of the Student s IEP

The degree of parental fam1}1ar1ty with the content Of the IEP is sho#h S
n Table 3.28. These data are based on statements frpm the 44 oontacted ‘.
parents. 'As can be .seen from the table, only one parent 1nd1cated tﬁat she -
was not at all familiar with the content of the IEP. The IEP for th1s parent S -
child noted that two parent coaferences vere arranged with ‘the parent” but

‘ L . Ay
that‘the parent cancelled both: : - '

& A
Table 3.28

4

. DEGREE OF PAREN’%L FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONTENT.
AS

OF THE IEP; ED ON PARENT STATEMENTS -

4

. A Yes . . Nél“\
3 . . i ’

. ‘ - -. ‘.
Thoroughly-Familiar w1th Content 19- (43°%) - 25 (37 %) e
At Least Jomewhat Familiar with Content | 33 (75 %) - 11 (25 %) W
At Least VaguelysFamiliar with Content. | 43 (98 %) " . 1 (-2°%) -
. )
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Table 3.29 ~shqws the teacher’stperception of the degree of parental
familiarity with the content of the.IEP.. Only the 4é’cases where the parent
wag contacted are ind{hdea. t is interesting to ndte that the teachers
appear somewhat'overly-optimisti about the degFee of parental familiarity
with the iEP Wh11e in 36 (or 82 pelwent) of the 44 cases the parents were M
lagreement with the teachers, parents in (or 18 percent) of the tases reported i
being slightly less fam111ar with the cqntent of the IEP than the teachers had
thought them to be. 1In no ‘case did parent 1nterview indicate that the

) parent was more familiar with the IEP than the teacher had thought.
;/J Table 3. 3(;%‘presents *data reg‘d.i pa»rental falniliar:i.ty with the content
of the IEP for the parents of all 6)/sample students. Where it is availabie,
" the parent 1nputs are used; where parent 1nput is pot ava1lab1e,-teacher

perceptions are used.

.o Table 3.29 .

TEACHER'S PERCEPTION OF DEGREE OF PARENTAL
FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONFENT OF THE IEP

“Yes No *.°
Thoroughly Familiar with Content . . - 24 (57T %) 19 (43 %)
At Least Somewhat Familiar with Content* 36 ( 82 %), -7 (18 %)
At Least Vaguely Familiar with Content 44 (100 %) 0 (6%

L] q -
. Table 3.30
" DEGREE OF PARENTAL FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONTENT OF THE IEP;

‘f PARENT STATEMENTS SUPPLEMENTED BY TEACHER PERCEPTION

. . C Yes .. No . Don't quw_ ) T
Thoroughly Familiar with Content ‘ | 26 33 2 . -
At Least Somewhat Familiar with Content © 43 16 2 )

' 2

At Least Vaguely Familiar with Content . 56 * 3

* . - Fl

1 . .

L] b ]

;; It is 1nterest1ng to note that 2 high pos1t1ve correlat1QQ~___333 between

L]

. parental familiar1ty with the contént of the Student's IEP and parental-
'partic1pat1on in-the~IEP-process data (as reported by teachers in the Student
Charackeristics Qnestionna1re$). These relationships are shown in Table 3.2/,a

- . + -




Table 3.31
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PARENTAL FAMILIARITY WITH CONTENTS
‘ AND DEGREE OF PARTICIPATION IN IEP PROCESS

L

et Number of Parents by Degree of
Participation in the IEP Process
Did Not
. Participated Met with School Participate
Degree of Familiarity . in IEP Personnel to {Other than
With Content of IEP : Committee Discusg IEP Signing JEP} TOTAL

§

¥horoughly Familiar with .
Content

Somewhat Familiar with
Content

*Only Vaguely Familiar
With Content ,

Not at all Eamiliar With |
Content

.
v

This t;ble'shéwé, for example, that of the 19'parents who claimed 66 be .
thoroughly familiar with theig.children'é 1EPs, 10 apparently participated in ~
the'IEP“EOmmittee another 8 apéarently'ﬁet‘with school personnel to disgﬁss
. the IEP, and only l did not. part1c1pate in any way except ‘to sign the IEP.- On
the other hand, of the temn ﬁ’&%dts,ﬁho stated that they were only vague}y
* familiar with the- IEP, only three part1p1pated in the IEP comg1ttee, three

. others met with school personnel to dfschdg the completed IEP, and four parti- ’
' -~

~ « .
.o Cw

‘cipated 6n1y by signing the completfed IEP. .

Extent to Which Parentézhgreed that Their Children's IEPs Were Appropriate
The extent to which parents agreed that their children's IEPs wére appro-

.

-

priate for meet1ng the children s special educat1on51 needs iz shown in Table
T 3. 32. These data are based on $tatements from the 44 contacted paremts. \The
teachers' percept1on of parental agreement with . the appropriateness of the

‘IEPs was quite 51m11ar to that expressed by the parents

Table- 3. 33 shows the pareniizgfeement ifformation for the parents of the

rmatifn is included where parent contacts

entire sample of 6l. Teacher i

E]
-

-

were nol made.
. *




Table 3.32

EXTENT TO WHICH PARENTS AGREED THAT ;HE IEP
WAS APPROPRIATE; BASED ON PARENT STATEMENTS

L3

Completely Agreed with IEP

Agreed with Most but Not All of IEP

Agreed with Only a Small Part of IEP

Completely Disagreed with IEP

Was, Not Sufficiently Familiar w1th IEP
tk Have an Opinion

# -
Table 3.33

EXTENT TO WHICH PARENTS AGREED THAT THE IEP WAS APPROPRIATE;
1PARENT STATEMENTS SUPPLEMENTED BY TEACHER PERCEPTION
& * :

¥ : PRI )

Completely Agreed with IEP L - 48
Agreed with“Most but Not All of IEP KA 7
Agreed with Only a Small Part of IEP -
Completely Disagreed with IEP S
. Parent Not Sufficieptly Familiar with . '
IER_te- Have an Opinion, or Teacher

Did Not Know

-

-

-
. -

For thé parents who stated Ehat'théy agreed with most-but not all of the
some of the typ1cal descr1pt1ons of the—aature of the disagreement were
M'Thinks child should be in a. closed‘ olassroom rather than in the

present 'open’ classroom.’ ! ¥ . . -
"Thinks 16- -year- -old Chlld should be in a VOCat1onal program so she
)

can learn someth1ng that pays.' 4 .
]
"Thioks. more thgﬁ the present 40 minutes per week should be’ spent in

individual speech therapp'" CTe '_ .

The ome parent who Agreed w1ih only a small part "of her child's IEP, did

agree with the IEP's goaIs and oﬂiectlves Her1d1sagreement was- w1tM§;he
L

: chxld s placement.~ Ghe thought the ccﬁm;ttee-members d1d not understand the

.naLure and dept vof the chlld s 'ndxcap Cllstgﬁ as moderately emot1onally
- 1n a-ﬁé1£~99nta1neo classroom rather
than. the present 3 1/2 hours per : in ﬁareﬁourceutoom for lﬁarn1ng -disabled

. children and 2 l/2 hours per day e'regular clasaroom




All of the parents who disagreed with part of the IEP appeared to have
approved the IEP by signing it. Tnere were n¢ indications Of disagreement
noted on the IEPs. . . -

L]

. . Extent to Which Parents:Considered that Theéir Children Were Receiving

Services Specified on IEPs - P

Thlrty-n1ne of the contacted parents stated that tggf/Zhought the services
spec1f1ed'on the IEPs were, in fact, being pgovided; four parents stated that
they he9 no opinion as to whether or not the services were bexng provided; and
one parent stated that some of the services specified in her child's IEP were

not being provided. In the latter case, the parent stated that her daughter

was not receiving -speech therapy. The child's current placement was part time

3

in a rescurce room for remedial math and the balence of the time in the negular

Llassroom. She was classified by the school as speech impa{red. Her IEP also

-

recommends speech therapy. However, all of the IEP goals and objectives were
for aSs1stance with math. The IEP also commented that the student (16 years .
old) seemed to have a new problem every week* most of them des1gned to gain

- attention, and .that this week the supposed prohlem w;s a need for speech
therapy.' ) . g *

’

-

F. Other Parent Comments

Seventeen of the 44 contacted parents specifically stated their approval
of the’ Program for handicapped children. Typ1cal of comments froﬂ?parents
was : ' . g - © TR

. AI am' very pleased w1th my ch11d s progress in school, and I like °

« being 1pc1uded in_ the process.’
4

v

. "We are pleased with the program she's in.. They are-doing a good

job with her." o , ,
Eight . phrents specifically'méntioned their invelvement in the IEP process.
They ind{cate a high 1eve1 of interest and 1nvolvement in the program. Three
J pareiits specifically ment1oned that,’ while they were 1nterested in their
child's pxogram they were quite sat1sf1ed to leave tﬁe planning to. the school .
A number of parents.appeared to “be aWare “of their child's placement butj
they were quite vague about details of t e IEP. With some parents, therevyas
a tendency to confuse the total school p:ogram w1th the spec1al education

services. One mother expressed her pleasure\w1th her ch1id 5 academzc progress




+

-

in:schoolt ﬁowever, she did not comnect this progress with the IEP but rather

. - ) . .
from the counseling the child was receiving from social services.

One mother ekpﬂ!ssed.her pleasure with her child's speciéi education
program, bu; added that the child's.father still thinks the child is just
lazy. . ) _ o .

One mother wrote a brief note that said, "My child is léarning and seems
happy in s;hool. I thank you for.}our interest in them."

¥

- F

Summary Statement of Parental Familiarity with the IEP

The above indicates that, for the majority of the stdﬂents_in the Level 2
Substudy sample, the parent was at least somewhat familiar with the IEP. Most
of the ‘parents were aware of the child's gdacement and had a general idea of
the services being prov1ded‘ however, many of the parents were only vaguely
familiar with detalls of the IEP such as the annual goals and short-termw
objectives. ‘Parents\tended to be slightly less fam1111r with .the cogtent of
the JEP than the teachers thought they were. There was.a positive correlation
between paréntal familiarity with IEPs. and barental participation in the IEP
proéess . '

Host of the parentskhpt only believed that their child was receiving the
serv1ces spec1f1!d on the IEP, but also approved of the program and were

pleased with the resu{;s

1

IV. ADDITIONAL LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY FINDINGS

This section summarizes additional Level 2 findings, partigylarly results

of interviews with district directors of special. education of the 25 school

districts in the Level 2 Substudy sample These xnterV1ews fodused grlmar11y

on the following district pollcy and resource factors. R ?$ﬁ‘ v

- a) ~ The procedure by which a student. typzcally is 1dent1f1ed as

handicapped. '

How IEPs typically are developed, reviewed, and revised. ’

What role ‘the parent and student typ1ca11y play i the IEP process.

The relationship between resources ava1lab1e for prOV1d1ng ébec1a1
education to handicapped students and resources QEEQEQ for providing
uch services, )

Each of tiese factors is discussed briefly below.
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Procedure by Which_i Studqqt'fyﬁicglly Is Identified as Handicapped

Accordiné to interviews with schogl district special edutation personnel’
and, to a lesser degree, with schoqlwsersonnel, most referrals were made by
regular classroom teachers. Some ‘distrigts, particularly in higher socio-
economic areas, reported parental referrals. Other school personnel (e.g.,
counselor, speech therapist) apparently also make some referrals. While some |
type of child-find program typically was (or once had been). in existence, the
level of activity appeared to be inconsequential.

The student referval typically was to a school-based committee if in a
large school or a large school district, or to a school district committee if ¢
in a small school district. Occasionally theére was an intermediate step in
Mbh*ch the referral was to a special service representat1ve usually the school
coéhselor, who reéviewed the case and, where appropr1ate, referred the case to
the committee. The committee requested assessments (or reviewed existing

assessment data) and made what they considered to be an appropriate placement.
¢

How IEPs Typically Are Developed, Reviewed, and Revised .

The IEP typically was deygloped initially by da schogl-based or school-
district committee. Although a group effort was involvéd the individual
teacher responsible for prov1d1ng the serv1ces generally did most of the
actual writing of the IEP, part1cu1ar1y of the short-tegn objectives.

Review and revision of the IEP appeared to take place at least annualfy,
often in the spring. In some districts, the review/revisién process appeared

to be scheduled routinely two to four times.per year. The special education

teachers appeared to take an even heavier part in thevfévision‘process than in

v

the original development.

Several school and school ﬂfsﬁ}ict personnel complained of a lack of
in-s€rvice training for those who prepared IEPs. The special education teach-
ers, while they generally appéared competent and ent&hﬂi&igyéfpaften complained
that they had peither the training nor the time to preparé an optimum IEP.

A particular area of indicated need was additional tra1n1ng in writing appro-'
priate short*term obJect1ves. . " !

To prov1de additional data regardiqg thé IEP developmental process, the
teacher most fémii';r with the sample s}udent's special education program was
asked -what personnel tyﬁes contributed to the development of the current IEP

and.to what degree each of‘thése personnel contributed. As is shown in




Table 3.34, in over half of the 61 cases the teacher reported that the IEP was
prepared solely by those who provided the special education services. This
does not mean that there were ne IEP committee meetings and/or review procedures.

It means that, according te the teacher's statements, the teacher(s) who pro-

vided the services actually prepared the entire IEP.

-

Table 3.34

PERSONNEL WHO PREPARED IEPs

[

£

Persoanel Types Who Prepared IEP ) Number of éaSES‘

Only the teacher who‘provided the gservices
Only the teacher who formerly provided the services
Oaly the 3-4 teachers who provided the services

A copmittee that included the teacher(s) who -
provided the services

TOTAL

{s

In 16 of the 27 cases where, according to the teacher statements, rhe IEP
was prepared by a committee, the teacher(s) who provided the services farnished
50 percent or more Bf the inputs to the IEP. The distributiod of teacher

inputs is shown in Table 3.35. . . '

s

-
*

v Table 3.35

LEXTENT OF INBYT TO PREPARATION OF IEP BY TEACHER(S)
WHO PROVIDED® THE SPECIAL EDUCATION

I

Extent of Teacher Input Inte - ¥

Preparing IEP’ = ‘ Number of.Cases

Some but less than 25 percent'
25-49 percent
' 50-74 percent
75-99 percent
Subtotal
100 percent
Total




W
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' lIn 18 of the cases, the teacher indicated that ‘the students parent(é)
contr1bﬁted to -the development of the IEE - The extefit of‘parental iopyt, is
shown #n Table 3.36. - ' o

¢

Other périonnel types who contributed 25 .percenl‘. or more to preparatxo;x
"of IEPs are listed, along with the numhers of cases, in Table 3, 37

* »
* .

. Sl ‘I‘Ta\ale336

EXTENT OF INPUT TO PREPARATION OF\IEP BY THE STUDENTS' PAREHT(S)

Extent 9f Parental Input Into . .
»" " Preparing IEP . . . Number of Cases

K — .
" No par§1C1patlon o . 43

. .Some but less than 10 percent ’ ' )

¢ 10-24 percent . . 10

. 25-49 percent - . 3
50-74 percent .
75 percent or more
Total

Table 3.37

'

OTHER PERSONNEL WHO CONTRIBUTED 25 PERCENT OR MORE
TO PREPARATION OF THE IEP

E

Phrsoneel Type . ﬁu@ber of Cases

Psychologist
Social Worker .
Learning Specialist/Consultant
Regular- flas€room Teacher

Total

P 5

¥

"It can be concluded from.the above that, according to the teacher reports
in the 61 cases, the teacher(s) who provided the special education service
typically either developed the IEP or provided most of the inputs toward its

development.

Cu




Parent and Student Role in the IEP Pracess -

The degree of parental particrpation in the IEP process appeared to
‘relate directly to the socio-economic status (SES)hof the community. High SES
districts generally reported_a high ledel of parent involvement; in low SES
cqmmunities, parent inGolvemenﬁ,appeared almost nonexistant. Several districts
stated that parents often participated in the initial development of the IEP
- but failed to participate in the review/revision process.
" Very little student involvement in the IEP process was noticed.. In those
scattered cases where students were included in the developmental process,
‘ such participation appeared to be restricted primarily to secondary school
students in vocational programs. ’

.~ Relationship Between Available Resources and Needed Resources

Very little information was gained as to any special education services

that were needed but not available. There was some indication that needed

resources generally were available somewhere, but not always in the schools
‘Jere they were needed. Students possessing 51gnificant handicapping condi-
_ tions often were placed in service facilities out51de of the school building

in which they would normally be enrolled. Superior resources appeared to be

3
.

available in high SES, rapidly growing areas.

Additional Observations

In several school districts, the development of IEPs appeared to be more
of a legalistic function than of an educational function. In some cases,
while an up-to-date IEP was on file, relatively little use was made of the IEP
in guiding the educational progress of the student. In several cases, the
gnii copies of the IEPs appeared to be on file at ‘the school district office,
‘which generally wae remote from the school and cfa95room where the special
edutation was pyovided. In oné case, ten students Shared.a single IEP. On
the other hand, the process iatended by P.L. 94- 142swas clearly being imple-
mented in 2 number of school districts. School- based committees were making.

A Y

placement decisions, preparing IEPs, and monitoring student progress.

School district and schoolhpersonnel who worked with handicapped students

-generally appeared coémpetent and highly motivated, While they often worked
under considerably less than’optimum conditions, they typically were optimistic
and enthusiastic about their work, about progress made to date, and about the

possibilities for progreSS in the future,




Chapter 4

Major Findings and Implications

3

This cHapter summarizes the major findings.and implications of both

Level 1 and Level 2 of the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy.

1. HAJOR FINDINGS OF THE LEVEL I SUBSTUDY

L]

The spec{fic question addressed by the Level 1 Retrospective Longitudinal
Substudy was: "What is the difference between two consecutive school years in
the answers to Basic survey Questions 1-7, Following is\a summpary of major
findings for each of these seven questions.

What Do IEPs Look Like? '

From the prior year che 1977-78 school Year) to the current year (the

1978-79 school year) there was a slight increase in the-average number of
pages in an IEP, an increase in the‘prdbortion of IEPs that provide a‘plqar
for parental approval, and an increase in the proportion of IEPs that consisted
of separate documents from different.teachers or service sources. Current
year IEPs tended to provide more headings for both mandated and nonmandated

information and tended to be less restrictive in limiting the number of short-

; |

B. What Kinds of Information Do IEPs Contain?

term objectives. . ¢

o

There was considerable improvement in the current year IEPs in the extent
to which they inciuded the 11 items of information mand;ted by the Act. In
particular, a larger praportion of current year IEPs included short-term
objectives, evaluation <riteria, evaluati&n procedures, evaluation schedules,
and assurance of at least a 'ﬁnual.evaluation. There was some indication of

Fa ’
a tendency toward including additional nonmandated information as well.

‘ L]
How Is Information Presented in IEPs? .

There weré improvements in curgent year IEPs from regular schbols in the
specificity of information regdrding the projgcted date of initiation of

. ¢ s,
services, p{oposed evaluation procedures, and assurange of at least an annual

»
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evaluation. In general, these kmproveménts ﬁgre notqgﬁted.in=iEPs frdm“épeciar
"education schools. . ' | ' ’ @

The average number of short-term objectives in cuérent year IEPs in-
creased by almost 50 percent. : ' ” )

(

Yho PJ%ticiﬁates in the Development angd Approval of .IEPs”

-

There was a4 definite increase in the proportion of current year IEPs that
showed participation in the devélopmént and approval procegses by teachers and

therapists, administrative personnel, and parents. This change occurred in

reéular school IEPs but not in IEPs from special education schools. *

» - .
What Types of Spec1al Education and Related Services Are 9pec1f1ed
in IEPs’ )

Few cQ@nges were noted in the types of special edycation and related

services specified in IEPs. There was a slight iﬁcreasé in the proportion pf/

IEPs that contained goals and objectives in the areas of "social adaptatgon and

L

in vocational/prevocational. . .
¥ e

-

a

How Informative and Internally Consistent Are IEPs? 7

There was a slight increase in the proportion of IEPs that showed infor*
mativeness and internal cénsistency by including need statements, goals, add
objectives in reading‘ﬁf oral or writtgn English. Also, there was an increase

u\\\\\1n'the proportion‘of IEPs that included at least one instance of a short-term

objective that related to an annual goal that related to an area of indicated

- / . . . * .
need. Current-year IEPs were somewhat more\iﬂffgmatlve in that a largér

proportion of IEPs included information mandated BY the Act.

Ll

¥ ~

-

In What Service Settings, and for What Proport1on of the Academ1c Week,

Do Students Receive the Spec1al Educatinn Services Specified in IEPs?

. No change was noted from the prior year to the current year in the service
settings in which special education serv1ce§ were prov1d3dj_or in the propor-

tion of the academic week that handicapped‘students spent in these settings.

L




I. - MAJOR FIRNGS OF THE -LEVEL 2 SWBSTUDY

- -
* . R B -
. ¥

. . »
- -

- This sect1on summar1zes the f1nd1ngs of the Level 2 Substudy by present1ng
maJor $1nd1ngs regard1ng %hb Eouy/;qﬁearch quest1qys addressed by the Level 2

udy. ; - . . '
FLIT ) * - - . .
- P .
a - " - + .
. .

- . ¢ ik
oA,

What Is-the Nature -of the Special Education'and Related Services that
Students in the Subsample Actug%%eselved" .

A"

The assessment of thke present level of funct1on1ng of the 61 sfudents in

the Subsample cons;sted pr1mar11y of adm1n1strat1on oI achievement tests or
)

‘teaeher -made tesws. ,yowever, a fa1r1y‘y1de range of both academic and func-

-1‘ + -

- tional assessment techn1ques was used’ Most assessment’s were conducted,exther
‘¢ at .Lhe end of the prior year or at the beg1nn1ng of the current year. A
Over half of the sEudents rece1ved speC1aL—educat1on in a resourge room;

about one- -third rece1vid spec1a1 educat1on in a self- conta1n§d classroom.

Half of the®students reteived ten hours or less of special education per week;
-y

the other half'rece1ved twekve and 2ge half hour or more. .

About two-th1rds of the 1EBs became effect1ve at the beginning of the ;

§thoél year About 15 p&cent bécame effect1ve at the beginning of the second

halﬁ of the' school year

The ;nd1ng datq of serwice-for almost all oﬁ the’ o
) { spec1al.educat1on programs was the.end of the- schodl year Y

? 3
s ' The spec1a1~educat1on programs gbnerally were d1rected toward meet1ng

geals 1n readiag or "&tal or\pn;tten EngL1sh andfor matﬂbmat1cs. About one- «»

¢« third qf the IEPs 1nc1ude¢'goals 1nosoc1a1 adaptat1on about 15° percent in- ;
. v e . . 4
cluded goals in _speegh. . o

e - +
P

N Progress toward. meet1n§ short oemm oBJect1ves was eva1uated at least

N
every fSix weekg An about half of the spec1a1 educat1on progra . The balance
were valqatqa}{fss often or had no part1cu1ar enaluat1on scheduIe

.Y ) .

. "

- How Do the Sgrv1ces Actua[_y Rete1ved Comparauwith Those Spec1f1éﬁ in

‘. the’ Studen%'s IEP” . :5. . I _ S

There y@swvery cloSe?agreempnt bet@een Lhe actual spec1a1 education

U [0

*
Aprograms-and the pragrams speC1f1ed in the IEPs. This was true for both the

p;1dr year'ang the* current year xhqre apppared to be«no attempt to prom1se
serv1ces in the LEP wmth no 1ntent1on'of actually prov1d1ng thq,serv1ce

- Instead, the actual programs tendsd. to be morer;ompreh 51vo than ﬁhe’yrogram

-




" outlined in the, IEPs . "For example, the evaluation of prﬁ:{ I}evel:lfzerfor-
* maggce often was more thorough than was outlined in the » the n rtof
" anndal goals being worked on often was lasger, and the actuaé classroom obJec-
tives generally were more deta:l.led thah “the sun@ Ld statéments in the IEPs. L
* "l‘hree‘ possible. reasons for the tendency of the actual programs to expand

shghtly on the programs out11ned 13 the IEPs are .as follows )
. The’ IEP format ofted- tegded to restrict-the ty‘pe, amount, or ]..evél
of deta:|.l of information included fn the IEﬁ
In sevﬁral school distriets, the distr:l.ct s policies 1nd1cated~.that
“the dEVelopment of 1EPs was more of a 1ega1.1st:|.c funct1on than of an
educational funct:l.cin Fot examplé, in several cases the ﬂx coples
of the IEPs apparently were kept at the school detrlct of fice; in_‘
_one case; ten students shared a s:|.ngle IEP. - ,‘ - T

3) 'I‘here was some’ 1nd1cat:|.on of insufficieént’ . @ervice traming

Several'speual educat1on teachers indicated i:hat they had neither

How Knowle_dgeable Are Parents (Guardians) About the'\?EPs of Th‘q)[’r ’
Children (Wards)? . i - .
All of the parents were' aware. that t'ne:Lr cfuld had an IEP. Practu;ally

/ # | the &ral.n:l.ng nor t.he time to prepare an oﬁtl.mum IEPZ -

"
’ - -

a11 of tl’nsewpar;ents 'wei‘e at least. vaguely fam.lrar ,m.tl'? the contents of the
IEP. P léast‘one-thl_rd of thesef wér#.':"at 1east somewhast-.~f_,m111ar with the-
} tonténts, and about‘cne- fifth.of the parents }ho were aware that thel.r child '

had"an IEP were thoroughly familiar with the contents. Jin general, parenl;s

© were aware of their child's placement and- the general 'setvices being prov1ded
1‘:/: They weré cons:l.derebly less familiar with the apnual goals and ;jﬁrt term
objectwes Parent‘s tended to be shghtly less familiar’ with the contents of
tl;e 1IEP than the teachers thou ht they were. There wa's a str/aré re1at1.on‘sh1p ”
between parental fqml.llar:l.ty m.th JIEPsh and parental partrcﬁat:l.on in the IEP

. > , . Q]
pr‘ocess e v : . . _. - R

;oL . N *

Most of ‘the parents no.t only stated that thelr child"’ was rece1v1ng the .

%

services spec1f1ed 1n>he IEP but also Q;cpressed approval of the program

LI ~.’ --

.ot " A )

" D, . What Personnel Provlde What Proportion of the IEP Dgelopn?ent Effort" _
' Fox half ‘of the 6} .students in the subsample, the teacher who prov:l.ded
the’ spe,c:l.al éduoat:l.on stated that-he or she Persoﬁnally prepared ‘the IEP wl‘uch

51




"was later teviewed by the committee. wFor most of the balance of the IEPs, the
. teache:;, who provlded the special education provided 50 percent or more of the
inputs r.‘b the IEP. For one-fourth of the IEPs, the parents provlded 10 percent

or moy; of the~ :|.nputs to. the [EP. In most of the rema:|.n1ng cases, the parent

did not participate at all in the, actual IEP preparatlon.— b

- . . '

. III. . CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

v

. The 'lla‘jcr conclus'ion of the ‘Level 1 Su'bstudg'r :fas thet while, as detailed
in Volume III a s:|.zeab1e proportlon of curient year IEPs still did not meet
th,e legal requ1rements of the Act consaderabk gains we:‘-s mdde frmfthe prior
to the current Year in preparing IEPs’ that dld meet the requirements. sHowever, »
onl m1n1mal changes were made in providing a%ldzl.tl.onal useful but oSt mal‘daﬂted

info ation in IEPs._ Cons1der1ng that the prior year was the initial year for

L N L T b i s - e e r—ce—— p——— = =

——

1mplemenﬁat10n of the Act s requz.rements for IEPs, this conclusion appears €o ’
reflect a logical e[nphaals, in the. current year IEPs, on attempt:.n'g to meet a
the legal 'requirements. One implication of these c.hanges is that & follow-upr
‘on the Lewel 1 Substudy is needed to determine to what extenz‘he progress

- -~

Meflected in the Level 1 Substudy findings continues to be made in succeedlng

ye‘érs Such a fol.lo:f-up study also coufl provide Ln.SLghts into, change it the '

degree to which IEPs’ are cons1dered to be educatmna.l as opposed to 1ega1Lst1c .

_documee"nts.‘ Such change hkm would be reflected 1n the prepertmn of 1EPs
ét pto_vzgle useful 8ducation-related jnformatiod¥ not nec:essarlly required by *

- . R

he Act, N v / . . . .
The llnajor conclusion of the Level 2 Substudy was that there was a clos‘e

_ match bevt?-reen special servi‘cesﬁrgv.ided and special services as'docum_en'ted in

. ¢ IEPs. - This finding not only provided support for the Basic Survey ﬁindiﬁgs
regardlng the n.ature and extent of serv1ces’ provided td handicap ed studibhts, . )
but also ind{cated that IEPs could be used with a high degree o,f 1

“ m0n1tor overall comp]‘mnce wlth the Act. .

' . While zhe Level 2 Substudy f:l.ndmgs regarding parental 1nput§--rnt..0 the
IEP brocess and parental 3ttit‘udes toward the program empl?mzed certa1n wel-

* fdesses. regarding lack of part1c1pat1on by Som® ‘pagreﬁts, the’ general pilctuz:e

Was qu1te positive and indicated that the increaséad parental particﬂatlon id

l

an-» 1mportant outcome of implementat:.on of the Act. N




Another flndlng of Level 2 Substudy ‘was that there was a dlrect tion=

ship hetween the IEP ‘format and the completqness: of. the IEP. Thi ing

supported 51m11ar f1ndungs in the Basijc Survey‘“’The implications are strong
that add1t1onal attentlon'is requlred in develop1ng or adapting IEP fo 5
-t%j} 1n€1uds_spate for manﬁated and other’ impo rtant’ educq;xonal infor ion.

Level 2 Substudy 1nterV1eys.w1th d1strrqt.and school personnel re1nforced

@ L

Basic Survey flnd1ng§ ﬁhat many IEPs reflecL a need for addltlonal training on
the part.qf ‘those who prepare the IEPs. One i plicatlon of the substudy was
that in-service traintng.is™needed paqt1cu1ar in the writing of short term

PR

.objectives.
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: Appendix A
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-

Supporting :Data for Chapter 2

- -
bl

Criteria for Determining the Occurrence of Mandated Infermation in‘IEP%'
T * J
A determ1nat1on as ‘to the occurrence of. mandgied 1nformat1on ih IEPS was

*

based on quést1ons in the IEP Evaluation’ Check11st The fcllcwlng criteria

~ were used to determine whether, d6r. not the ggllowlng types of mandated xmforma-

-

tlon were included: . - -
1)
the column labeled "Present level of
. Column A) - ’
2) . Statement of anhual goals 'any osit1ve number enterkd in- golumn
labeled "Number of goals lis (Item 6 Column E) a
'3) | Short-term objectlves -any pos1t1ve number entered’ in. column. labeled
"Number of short-term obJectives" (Itém ? Column A). .
- i) ' Statement of spec;f;c educatmpng} skérvices to be provlded (5)1:n§ ‘
.appropr;ate 1nformation enteked under a headlng requestlng such
1nformat10n (Item 3, Column B, number %4}, (b) auy p051t1ve number
entered in coluhn labeled "Number of goals listed” (Item 6, Column ES;
. (¢), any, pos:t1ve number entered in qolumn labeled "Number of short-
term’ obJectlves ((Item 7, Column A), or : (d) an§ pumber circled to
1nd1cate a relhted service to be receivéd (Item 10) .
5}\ Statement of extent of gart1c1pat1on in the regular prbgram‘ any

" amount of time ‘teither pe&cent or minutes per Week) entered in

question regarding proportion or amount of t1me.as§13 egntgnggec;gl

. F] L . L
services (Item 9). : R o
. . 'y 4 b . . . .
Projected date for inftiation+of serwices: . an item circled in the

'

question on beginnifg dates of serv1ce (Item 12) which stated th/;,’
the date(s) was’ (were) (a) spec1f1cally statedc (b) could be inferred

from contalned in goals” or obJLctlves 9: (c) coulelbe inferred
from d IEP was prepared. . L :
& * i

‘Anticipated duration of servicese 1an item ?1rtked fﬁ the quest1on
o’ duration of . se?v1ces (Item 13) whlch stated that the’ duratlon ;és .,
éf) spec f1eally'stated,.(b) 1nferred from‘dates giwen for goais oi
obJectlvEs, () 1nferred from head1ng statxng thaa\goali‘pere annual

t
-1

\,'. -T !

goals’ or (d) tnat serv1cesawou}d be provlded as qng 48 needgd.”

T L} - _(;"'..\‘.




3

Proposed evaluatiom critéria:” rany’ appropriate, 1nformatlod entered
.. under a heading requesting such 1nformat1on or any pos ive numbeo
entered in tolumn- labeled "Number of obJectlves ﬁhat iaclude” a.

logical statement of expected béhavlo: to, an acceptable standard“

r,

(Item 7, Column B). Included in th1s latter c:1ter1on were {(a) a {,
statement aof observable behav1or, (b) a statement of- spec1f1c critéria
'by which student would be Judged to- have met/not met that obJect1ve'
and (c) reasonablylloglcql 1nterna1 consistency oetween statements

"a" and "b." (It should be neted that evaluation criteria listed
anywhere in the IEP_wecd considered to be a part of the related
shdrt-term objéctives.)l i
Proposed:evaluation procedures; an item circled in the question
‘regarding evaluation proc‘dures (Itep 14) which stated that, the
procedu?e-wds (a) clear from.the short-ﬁerm objectives; (b) coﬁz
tained in a precise statement of how the evaluatlon (of the shortg-
teﬁm objectives llsted in the IEP) should be conducted, or (c) in-
ferred from unclear statements of how the evaluation (of short-térm
obJectlves 11sted in -the IEP) should be corfdurted, or from unclear
‘short-term objectives. (An example of an uncleer statement or
unclear obJeotlve is. wlfl learn multiplication tables.™ Whilerit
.is not clear te an 1mpart1a1 observer exactly what procedure w111 be

.used to determine whether or not the objective has been met,. there

is some reason to hel1eve that an appropriate procedurs ma&\be

. assumed, ) . . . s ) .
Proposed schedules for eterm1n1ng whether :nstruetxonal obJect1ves
“are be1ﬁg met: =2n item in the queitlgn concernlng evaliration schedules
(Ltem JS) Wh1ch stated that the schedule was: (a) §pech1ca1;y
o stated as belng the evaluation schedule, (b) 1mp11ed from the short- ‘
Ry teﬂm obJectlves or (c) 1dslled from beglnn1ng-of treatment and .

¥ il

. | ‘end- of«tréatment dates. N o ' .

L]
ASsuranees of ac least an annual evaluat;on‘ can item c1rc1ed 1n the

questlon.regardlng an anfual evalual1on (Item 16) which stated that:
(a) all *of the sho: term objectives® appear toﬁfequirz at least ap.
(b) some, but net all, of the short-tetm ooJec-

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Table A.}

" DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF PAGES IN IEPs, FOR,REGULAR
. AND SPECIRL SCHGOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS .
(In percents, with standard errors moted in parentheses)

Regular School , Special School Total .’
Number Prior Current Prior Current Prior Currest
of "Pages Year Year . Year Year ' . Year Year

H

10.9 (2:9) 6.3 fl.s), 8 (2.2) 2.7 (2.1) 4 (L.9) 6.1 (L.5)
23.0 (3/2). 21.4 (2.5)) 12.4 (4.9) 15.2 (6.1) |22.4 (4.9).2L.1 (2.4)
17.2 (35) 16.9 (2.0)| 13.4 (8.8) 16.9 (2.0) |17.0 (2.4) 16.8 (1.9)
13.2 (1.9) 12.5 (2.7)] 9.2 (3.3) 7.8 (3.9) [13.0°(1.7) 12.3 (1.6)
9.0 (1.5) 14.0 (2.0)} 11.h 4.1y 11.0 4.2) | 9.1 (L.5) 13.8 (1)

C6_ ] 9.0 ey 7.0 (1.3)f 75 (3.8) - 6.3 (3] 8.9.(156) . 6.9 (1.2)L
Ter-10 71123 2.3) 1205 (LB 23.9 (4.7) 237 (5.8) |12.97(2.3) 14.1,(L.7)

11 or’ ‘ T ‘ v e

greater |. 5.5 (1.3) 8.4 (1.5)] 18.9 (5.7) 18.8 (4.9) | 6.3 (1:3) 9.0 ‘(1.5)'

* »

“Mean i . ’ y I - B ' 1 ) f
numher N ' .
of pages | "4.5 (0.3) 5.2 (0.3) 4 7.2 (0.7) 5.3 (0.3)

L —

.

LY

_ u.
- ‘)' -
P § o

-

‘ “Table A.2 g

L3

+ DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs ACRoss'caTEGQRIEé OF READABILITY,
BY REGULAR'AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR.AND CURRENT- YEARS
(I pereent$, w&gh stapdard efrors’ noted ia E{Ee‘nthases}

n . L.
F : o ’7 —

Regular S:choal' Special School ' * Total
T 0 - [ *

. Y e ‘ Prior Current; Prier Cu':;ne:ur. g Prigr. Curreatf . @
~ j Category of-Legi ity M Year\ Yedy ‘Year < Year Year Year
. - N N 7 O N bl -

8

‘I't. IEP. Typed and . - .-\20.9(/ i7.0 {5.1- .8 20.5  17.5 |
" Legible - (2.6)  (2.5) {a(5.7) . (3.5)  (2.8),

7t e Handwritten 75.9 ,81.2\‘ . BO:S™ 7By 6.2~ 80.8
But 6 Redd- - . 2. 6 0 : 2.5). (2.6
ut‘E-?'s'f\t gdd- el ( Sy L(246) . ‘£¢6 1 7.._ ..( 5} ‘( )_
3.-IEPHandwritten and |[* 2. : 4.0 . k™ 1.5 |
Difficulrt, to Read - . $(0.9) |7 (2.4) FANE \ (0.8)"
- ¥ - . * . . / ¥ - .

L




Table A.3. -

PROPGRTION OF IEPs CONTAINING HEADINGS, BY REGULAR AND §PECIAL .
SCHOOLS. FOR PRIOR AND GURRENT YEARS
(In percants, with standard errors noted'in parentheses)

F - . Regular School Special Scheol \Total. .

* Prxior Current Prior. Current| Prior Curreny

Headings for: > Year Yedr’ Year. Year Year Year

Student's age“or, 7.l . Y79%4 | -85.7  92. 77.5 80.]
birthdate (3.3) (2.9)1. 4.6) . (3. - "(3.2) (2.

1*Student’s grade level ‘. 7.3 89, 2’?( 56.0 60. .52'3 59. 3
. (3»8) . (4.0) (8.4) “(8.3) 1. (3.8)
Student's " laser T2 | o163 18
. (3.7 (3.9) (5.?)~' (6.
Stude:_l'l:"s 2.2
-7 (1.0}

Present, level of 86.5
.performapce (2.3,

Assesa) nt- data to 31.3

supporﬁpresent level (3.4

of performance '

"~ J} *

Date of the assessment 17.8 . .

of present level of (2.%) . (3.0) . (5.
4

eyformance .
g ' . : v

%ﬁte of\‘ss:udenl:’s ’ 23.8 ) 9 1425.5 31.
an&cap . T (4.2) 5. {(6.7) (6.

Student's strengths 22.7 1 b o20.0 15.
S e B ) &) | (56 (5.

*
-

Stlgdent s speczal .
mterest's i (0.9)

N
-

Student's SChOO-lr._ l.6
.attendance recdrd (0.7

TR . o «

) . : 61 (. ’ (1.

. P'lacenrent recommendatigns} 61.0 62.9 ¢ 4 73, b1.3 63.
' * " {3.9) ;(4._2) .1 (. (3.8) (4.}

. 5

] Services (‘specxal T 70.8 , 76.5 .8. d 0 1.2 77.
welated) to be prov:l.ded (3.3) * (3.4) .8). . (3.4) (3.
}# Ry ~ . - _
Rationale for placement 18.7 ©  20.0 . . 18.6 . 20.
oc services 3 17(3.00 (3.1)- . ~ (5. X (2 9) (3.0)

- cont1nued -

&b




.Regular School

Special School.

Total

‘| Headings for:®

. Prior

Year

purrént
Year

Prior

+ Year

Current

» Year

Prigr
Year -

Current
Year

Personnel responsible
for services

Date services to begin

Anticipated duration of
services ’

Recommended extent of
participation in regular
program

Date of preparation
of 'IEP .

Participants in IEP
process Do

Sigttatures of individualsy

approving the IEP

Titles of individualg
approving the IEP ’ﬂ\

Parental approval g

Apnpal goals

-

Priority listing of
annual -goals

Short-term objectives

. Recommended 1mstructional
!materials; resouUrces, or -
: techniquesg i
LR |

) -
Proposed evaluatign
criteE}ae

Preposed evaluation
preocedure ’

62.2
.{4.3)

80.4
(2:8)

7l1.9

(3.4)"

63.9

(3.7) -

™

81.0
(2.8)

78.2
(3.2)

55.5 »

(3.8)

68.4
(3.7)

62.3
(3.3)

87.8
(2.3)

18.7
(2.8)
(2.3)
63.0
(3.7)
43.9
(4.1)

36.0
(4.1)

82.4

67.
(4.

83.
(2.

75.
(3.

74.
(3.

8l.
(2.

84
(3.

60 .

(4.

73.
(3.

75.
(3.

- 92,

(2.

16.
(3.

© 91,

(2.

60,
e

54..
.(Q.

360

T (6.

64.5
(8.0)

80,
(.

76.
(7.

64.

. (8.
-~

L]

86..
(4.

82.
(5.

43.
(6.

75.
5.

14,
(4.

86.
(42

15.1
(4.

86.
(6.

. 66.

(8.

35.4

(6.8)

T 4l.8

65.1
(6.7)

86.6
(5.3)

9l.4
(3.9)

.34.0
- (6.7)

-

94.2

(2.6)

90.8
(3.4)

49.0
(7.7)

81.0
(5.9)

8l.1
{4.8)

95.3
(2.6)

11.6
(4.0)
90.9
(4.2)
1%
(8.0)

38.7

(7.6) |

'36.1
(6.9).

62.
(4.

80.
(2.

72.
(3.
(3.
8l.
(2.

78.
(3.

54.
(3.

68.
(3.

63.
(3.
87.
(2.

18.
Cg.

82.
(2.

63.
(3.

43
.
36.
b (4.

63.

£,
4.0)
85.9

(2.5)

£ 75.8
(3.%6)
'y
4.7
(3.7)
ﬁ . L]
2 sl.
7) - (2.
4. . 84,
1) (3.
9 60,
(4.
74,
(3.

76.
- (3.

92.
(2.

5 * 16.
(2.

6  9l.
&) (L.

2" 59,
7y (3.

5 54.

0) (3.

3 36.0
1) . (4.0)

(8.0)

. - coatinued -
L

"9,

:y.&'l'




Table A.3 (continued)

3T

J

Regular School | Special School |, Total

| . , ' P%ior * Cyrrent | Prior Current Prior Current
Headings for: Year Year Year *  Year Year Year |
Proposed evaluation 24.3 26. 25.9 27.5 24.4 g 26.
schedule (3@ . 3. (5.7)  (7.6) | (3.2) (3.

Proposed IEP review 46.7- 48. 56. 53.9 47.2 49.
 date (4.1) (4. (8. (7.0) (4. (4.

10.
(.

‘Annual IEP review date 3 11.

(1.

9

(2

. ' " ]

Resqu.s of IEP review . 10. ) . 6. 10.
M . . (2. ¢ (2.

Participants in IEP - i 2 9.5 . . . 4.
review . (2. .1 . (1.

Other . . 38. . 25.
. . (4. - (8. (4.
° % ’ a -
Date short-term . .24,
objectives met '

Résults of parent
notification

Student's primary
language

Phys{Eal education need

Modification of
graduation standards




Table A.4

"DTSTRIBUILQN OF IEPs THAT LIMITED THE SPACE FOR ANNUAL GOALS OR
FOR SHORT-TERM-OBJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
, FOR PRIOR "AND CURRENT YEARS
,(In percentsu with standard errors noted in parentheses)

. Regular Schooi Special School Total

Formats That ) Prior Current | Prior- Current | Prior Current

Limited The: Year Year Year Year Year Year

F

Number of Annual 65.5 . 67.4 61.3 65.1 65.2 67.3
Goals i (3.5) (3.5) (7.7 (7.3) (3.5) (3.4)

Number of Short- 477 39.8 | 33.7 284 | 46.9. - .39.2
Term Objectives (36) (3.8 [ (.60 (.0 | 3.5 3.1

o

* ’

Table 4.5

. IEP FORMAY AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL,
FOR PRIBR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, with standard errors ‘noted in parentheses)_

B

-

Formpat Classifica&jons ' - Prior Yeat Current Year

-

L ot i
Approval (or disapproval) would have been - . “
for the entire IEP . 45.4 (3.7) 46.4 (4.1)

Approval (or disapproval) wﬁuld have beero
for annual goals but not for short-term . A
objectiyes . ) T . 6.5 (1.6) 11.5 (2.1)

LK}

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for part but not all of the short-term
objectives

~

56 (2.0). . 4.5 (1.2)

Approval (or disapéroval) would have been
for services to:be provided but not for .- o )
anfual goals or short-term objectives 7.6 (1.8) b4 (2.6)

,.'Approv;1 (or disapproval) would have been
j for some portion Qf the IEP, but could not -
determine’ what would have been approved- 2.4 (0.7) .7 (0.6)
.' ..,L - L3 .

No place for approval or didapproval was L
provided ‘ ; ' . 32.4. (3.2) 4 (3.2)

T




' Table A.6

DISTRIBUTION OF .IEPs wITH INFORMATION MANDATED BY .P.L. 94-142,:
BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Regular School Special School + Tpral .

Mandated Prior Current | Prior Current Prior/‘ Current
Information Areas Year Year Year Year Year Year

Statepent of the present |
level of educational .
performance -
Statement of annual °

goals '

s

Short-term objectives

Statement of specific -
educationalservices
to be provided

Statement of the extent

to which child will be

able to participate in )

regular educational . . . 48.1 53.

programs R ; ‘ﬁg } (§.$ﬁ’"*\(6.
. . AN

Projected date for N
initiation of specific . 99. 98.9 98.
services ‘ . (0.2) 4 (0.5) (2.

Anticipated duration 4 94 . 93.1. 93,
of specific services: . (1. (4.6) (3.

‘Proposed evaluation . 5. 64 . 64.5, 51.
criteria . (3. . (8.0) (8.

Proposed evaluation T 90.1 .| 85.8 89.
prdcedureé ' A ﬁZ. (6.2). . (4.

Proposed échedules for .
| determining sheth®&r .
instructional objec- 79.1 _87.
tives are being met (2.6) (2.

Assurances of at least 78.9 B87.
an aonpal evaluation 2(2.6) (2.




-

Table 4.7

*

DISTRIBUTION OF -IEPs BY NUMBER OF MANDATED 'AREAS' FOR WHICH 1EP
CONTAINED INFORMATION, BY REGULAR AND SEECIAL SCHOOLS

FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

L

Y

-

-

¥

Number of Mandated
Information Areas:

Regular School

¢

Total

Current

Pri/r
E Year -

Yea

Special School

Prior Cufrent
¥ear Yy Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

L F3

-

All eleden mandated \\
areas .
Ten mandated areas

Nine ma§g;:ed areas

(Eight mandated aréas,\

.| Seven mandatqﬁkaréas

g '3
‘S8ix mandated areas
1 Five mandated areas -
. ..
Four mandated areas

Ll

. -
Three mandafed areas

Two- mandated areas

One mandated agqh

1 (2.8)

| (0.9) . (170)

=T

30.0

35.0 -
(3.1) :

( ~

£ 3376
(2.7)

29.4

.16.1°
" (2.5)
A
T I
(171

N,

15.7
(2.1) .7

6.9
(L.1)

2.6 2.0

4 SR
3.8, ‘
or" (g7
Ro
29"

'5.1

0 6
(2.a) . (1.4 .
§ ~0.9 .

2)
|

. 0.
|

R

2.5 |

31.0
(6.8)

24.5
(5.8)
e

28.4
(4.4)

40.7
(5.7
6.1
(6.7)-

18.5
(&.0)

30.1
(3.0)°

“29.3 .

15.8
(z.0)*

(2.4)




. Table 4.8

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF
* BEGINNING DATES OF SERVICE' AS-CONTAINED 'IN IEPs, BY REGULAR AND
. SPECIAL SCHOOLS. FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
" (In percents, with standard errors npted in parenatheses)

=
Regular School |  Special School Total

Statement of Beginning Prior Curreat] Prior Current{ Prior Current]
Pate of Service Year . Year Year Year Year Year

Was specifically stated | 52.2  62.8 | S5.5  66.2 | 542 62,9
4.0 (3.8).] 3 1] G99 6D

‘Could be inferred from |, ° . " . //F‘
dates given for goals .| 49.3 . 26.0 15.3 19.6 203
or objectives (2.4) . (6.5) {3.7) (2.4) (2.7).

Had to be inferred froJ& " 25.5 17.5 16.4 . 16.5
date IEP was prepated (3.2) (7.0) (5.2) . (2.5)

There was insufficieat
information upen which

9
A

1 . . .
to base an inference (0.4) . . (2.0)°

-

- 3 4 * Table A.9

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF
_THE EVALUATION PRQCEDURE FOR THE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND
; SPE IAL.SCHOOLS FOR PRIQR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, ‘with standard efrors noted in paredtheses)
1 v

. LIS T
j&gglar School Special School _Total
Statement of the Prior Cuirent | Prior Current | Prior (urreat

Evaluation Schedule Year Year Year Year Year  WYear

Procedure wis clear from |27.1  34.1 .| 37.8 27.2 | 27.6  33.7
the short-tefm objectives | (3.0) (3-3) (6:4) (6.7) h“z.g) 3.2),

Procedure was a precise
| statement of how the eval- 7.1
uation should be conducted| (1. (2-1)

Procedure had to be

inferred fxom, unclear -
statements or unclear 53.0
short-term objectives

Procedure could not be

inferred because it was
not stated and IEP had
no short=-term objectives




. Table A.10
DISTRIBUTION OF TEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEMENT OF THE .
EVALUATION SCHERULE FOR EVALUATING SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY
REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT VYEARS'
(In percents, with stangard errors noted in parentheses)

." ;

‘Regular School Specfﬁi School | T Total
+ )

Statement Best Describing { Prior Curredt | Prior Current | Prior Current
Evaluation Schedq}e Year Year Year Year Year Year

Schedule, was specifically , -
stated as being the 14.9 -12.7. 10.7 11.3 14.7
evaluation schedule (3.0) {3.7) 4.3 (2.5) (2.9)

- -

Schedule could be . . , .
inferred from short- 'y .27 38.0 50.6 44 .6 35.1 38.3
term-objectives - . . (3.6) (7.5) (7.6) (2.9) (3.5)

|

Schedule had to be
inferred from the
beginning-of-treatment
and end-<of-treatment 20.3 30.0. 34.1
49tes . (6.9) . (7.6) (3-2)'

{ Schedule was neither 16.4 16,7 12.9
stated nor implied ' (6.4) (5.5) s (2.2) {:

—




r

Table A.1l" . ' '

[}
- L

3

DISTRIBUTION OF.IEPs BY DEGREE TO WHICH IEP INDICATED THAT AN
ANNUAL EVALUATION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES WAS REQUIRED, BY
REGULAR AND SPEC{gK'SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses}

h 1

Cal

Regular School Special School Total

Statement of Annual -
Evaluation of Prior Current | Prior Curremt | Prior Currept}
Short=Term Objectives Year Year ~ Year Year Year Year

’

All of the short-term
objectives appeared to ) )
require at least an 18.8 87.3 82.4 83.2
annual evalyation (2.?). (2.3) | (6.4)y (5.6)

‘Some but not all of the
short=term objectives
appeared to gequire at
least an anpnual evaldation

p None of the short~term
pbjectives required at
least an annual evaluation

Such information was not ’
given and could ‘not be 2078 12.6 15.7 - 14.7
igferred . . (2.6) (2.3) (6.2) (5.5)

i\
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. “ Table A.12 °

PROPORTION OF IEPs WITH HEADINGS CONTAINING INFORMATION, RBY
-REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, with Standard errors-noted in’parentlieses)

L]

—F

Regular School | Special School Total

Data Entered Under "| Prior Current | Prior Current| Prior Current]
Headings for: Year Year Year - Year * Year Year

Student's age or 73.7 76.6 ., | 80.3 89.2 0.2 77.2:
birthdate _ (3.3) (2.8y [. (5.5) (3.%) (3.2) (2.

$3.4 3.6 - 55.
(8. (3.8) (3.
17

’

‘| Student's grade level .54.2 55.7 2.7
. ' (3.8)  (3.9), ] (8.0) (
Student's sex . - 13.6 13.7 13.5 -» 17. 13.6 - 13.
_ (3.7)  -(3.9Y | (5.2} (6. (3.5) (3.

- : - . \
Student's race ; : *5. 10. 2.4 -7,
. : (3. . (3.9 (1.1) - (3.

| Assessment data to 26.5 315 | 16. 21.6 *| 26.0 3l
support present- level (3.0) _ (3.53) | Gs. (6.6) | .(2.9) _ (3.
| of performance. - . .

P
.

. A |
Date of the assessment 15.5 19.2 " -} 10. 8.5, | 15.3 18.
of present level of (2.3) (2.7) (3.9) (3.6) (2.
performance . ’ -

| Nature of student's’ . | 22,5  26.1 | 3.1 - 30.3 [
handicap ° . T (4.0) . (4.5) | ({. .

8 18.
8) (S.

4

Student's strengths 18.5 1
: (2.7) (

1)

8
2
4
1
1

Student'aISpécidl
interests .

Student's school
attendance record -

e ‘ ) oo S
Placement recommendations| 55.8 58.7 | 64.5- 67. . 56. 59.
(6.0)  (6.3) p (7.8 Q. 3.9) - (4.

"
4 4

Services (special or 61.3 *65.5 65.] 69.9 231.5 Lo 65.
related) to be provided (4.1) (4.0) | (7. (6,1) (6.0) * ' (3.
‘| Rationale for placement | 16.1 18.3 | 16.7  T7.2,| 16.2° ‘8.3
or services ‘ (4.3) ﬂ&.OJ (8«0)_~_ (7.3) 1 *(4.2) gﬂ#g)

.

Personnel resgonsigle 57.5 6l.5 |-59.5 ,. 56.7 | 37.5 -, 6l.3
for services - “(6.3)  (6.0) [ .8.0) .4 (7.3) | ~(6.1) " (379)

ra

) -, ' » ., = continued -
. b e
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Table A.lZ‘(continued}: .

1_Regular School Specfal Schoo] Total .
. Prior Current| Prior Current |- Prior Current]-
‘Headings. for: ‘ Year Year Year Year Year Year

Date of preparation 75.8. 13. | 70.7 86, 75.5 74.
of IEP (3.0) . €5.4) (4. (2.9) (2.

Participants in TEP 1 72.3 81. 80. 84. 72. 81.
process (3.2) (3. (5. (5. (3. (3.

Signatures of individuals| .48.3 56. 42. 46.4 47. : 55.
approving the IEP (3+7) (4. _(6.7) " (8. (3. (4.

Titles of individuals | 64. 711 | 7. 72.4 | 64, L.
approving the IEP (3. (3. (5. (6. (3. (3.

Parental approval | 670 58. 65 . 56. 48. 58.
. 1 (3. (3. (6. (7. (3. (3.

dPriority listing of - | 17.4 .152 | 13.2°  10.8° | 14. 15.
annual goals (2. (2. (4. (3. (2. (2.

Recommended instructiomal| 55. 54. 53. 40. 55.. £3.9,
materials, resources, or | ‘(3. (3. §3. (7. (3. (3.
techniques ’

Proposed 1EP review 35. 35. 48.6 . 42.8 - 36. . 35.
date At (3.4) (3.6 (8.2) (7. . (3. (3.

;o -

Actual IEP review date . .. . . 7.

Regults of IEP review’

Participants in IEP 7
review ’
Date short-term
‘| objectives met.

Results.of parent

. 1 notification

‘| Student's ‘primary
language :

-

?hysical education need

Modification of
graduation standapds

»
vl




o Table A.13 o .
TYPES OF PERSONS WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE IEP PROCESS, BY REGULAR
SCHOOL AND SPECIAL SCHOOL FOR PRIOR ANDAQURRENT YEAR
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

. : . 1
Pércentﬂl of IEPs with Persons Indicated

. "as "Being Participants, by Year apd Type of School

L]

. Regular School Special School Total
A ’ . Prior Current Prior Curtent Prior Current
{lassification of Participants Year ° Year ° Year Year " Year Year

Category L: Teachers and Theraplsts

(1.9)
(3.1)
(1.3)
(2.2)
(0.2)
(0.5)
(0.6)
(3.6)
(2.9)

(2.0)]12.9 (5.7) 6.7 (2.
(3.2)114.5 (5.2) 11.7 (5.
(1. 3.0 (2.0) 1.z (0.
(2.4)]17.6. (5.4) 13.¢ (4.
(0. 6.2 (2.6) 4 o(2.
(0. 1.7 (L.7) .1 (0.

4

1

7

(2.3) 15.
%2.3) 30.
0:9) 5.
(2.4) 17.
(3.1) o.
0.3) 1.
(0.5) 0.
(3.1) 36.
(3.5)_76.

(2.4) 15.
{2.9) 31.
(1.0) -6.
(2.5) 18,
(0.0) o.
(0.3% 1.
(0.3 0O.
(3.2) 35.
(3.6) 76.

T a
Category 2: A§m1nlstrat1ve Bepresentat1ves.

Nne or more regular classroom teachers
Cne spec131 education teacher

Two or more special educatign ‘teachers’
Speech or language therapists

Physical or tceupational theraptst(s)
Other therapigt(s) '

Physical education teaéher(s) '
One of the-above, but can't tell-which
At least one of the above,

.
| - i N

b I

=
—_WOOO W W
LN WR-SO

(0. .7 (4.6) 5.8 (3.2
(3.7)141.5 (7.4) (6.
(3.0)}6

.0
.1
.1
.6
.0
.9
.6
.8
.9

— D ON e ) O NN
O D e o e ) e

o L

LEA Representav1ve(s) ' e L7 (2.6) 19.4 (2. . . N . .5 (2.5) 19.5 (2.8)
Principal or assistant pr1nc1pa1(s) . .6 (3.2).36.2 (3. ) . .8 {6- .1 (3.1) 36.1 (3.7)
| School representative(s) . . ] .8 (1.5) 6.5 (2. . . .3.10. .5 (1.5) 6.2 (2.1)
Case manager(s), chairberson . __— - 4 0(2.3) 14.7 (3. . . -8iX5. .7 (2.2) 14.9 (3.0)
.Supervisor . ) l2 (0.9) 1.1 (0. ) \ JAE(1.8)] 2.3 (0.9) '1.1 (0.6)
At least one of the above . . .7.(3.9) 58.5 (3. ) ; ] gi . .1 (3.9) 58.5 (3.6)

4 . i s

B s

Category 3: Anc1lldﬁy Personqel

School psycholo%tst or psychometr1st{s) d7(2.6) 343 (2. . . . .9 (2.5) 14. (2.9f
Counselor(s) S .5 (1.8) 11.0 (1.9)} 6. . . .4 (L.7) 10.6 .(1.8)
Social worker(s) ", o ' .6 (G.8) 2.7 (0. . . % . (0.8) 2.5 (0.7)
Nurse > o e PO .9 (1.6) 6.3 (2. . L ' . .1 (rL.6) 6.4 (2.8)

At least one,of the above e ' .3 (3.2) 25.9 (3. . . y. . (3.0) 25.3 (3.5)

= continued -
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1

LI . i
Classification of Participants

a/

Pexrcent-

as Being Participants,

of IEPs with Pergons Indicated

by Year and T

pe of School

*Regular School

Special School

Total

Current Prior
Year Year

Current Prior
Year Year

Prior
Year

Current
* Year

-f Category 4: Parents -

Parent(s), guardian(s),-or surrogate(s)

52.4 (3.6) 63.8 (3.3)

69.8 (5.9) 63.9 (7.1)

53.2 (3.5) 63.8 (3.3)

Qgtegory'Sg
Student

Student

1.0 (0.4) 2.4 (0.6)

i

1.5 (1.4) 1.0 (0.7)

0 (0.4} 2.3 (0.6)

hateggry 6: . Could Not Classify and Other

Could. not classifyh/

,Qt‘her ‘ .

At 'least one of the above
o

-

14.8 (2.
7.2 (1.
21.1 (2.

0) 16.
9) 12.
) 27.

3 (2.2)
8 (2.5)
4 (2.6)

(4.8)
(3.2)
(5.3)

(2.0) 16.3 (2.1)
(1.8) 12.6 (2.4)
(2.5) 27.1 (2.6)

| Categ®ry 7: Handated Personnel

| lEPs with at least one person frém
-each of cdtegories 1, 2, and 4 ‘

-

3

29.0 (3.3) 37.5 (3.2)| 33.8 (6.9) 35.0

—

F

(3.3) 37.3 (3.1) |

— 3

Category 8: Categories 1 and 2

[.IEPs with at leask one persen from

"% |each of categories 1 and 2

41.8 (3.9) 50.0 (3.6)

»

43.4 (7.7) 48.4 (6.9)

41.9 (3.8) 49.9 (3.4)

8ased on the column estimated total number of students with IEPs,

*

adjusted for nonresponse.

Personnel listed in IEPs that did net note the t1t1e or position of the participant or S1gner could not be

classified.

LA




Table A.l4 ~
TYPES OF PERSONS WHO SIGNED IEPs, BY REGULAR SCHOOL AND
SPECIAL SCHOOL FOR PRIOR 'AND CURRENT YEAR
(In percests, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

\ Percentgl of IEPs with Persons Indicated
as Being Participants, by Year and Type of School

i L
Regular School Special School ‘ - Total
. . Prior Current Prior - Current Prior ) - Current
Classification of Participants Year _+ Year Year Year Year Year

Sategggﬁhlz Teachers and Therapists
\

(L.
(2.
(0.
(2.
(0.
(0.
(0.
(2.
(3.

(1.8) 11.
(2.8) 25.
(0.8) 4.
(2.2) 12.
(0.0) o.
(0.3) L.
(0.1) o.
(2.9) 25.
(3.6) s8.

(5.6)
(5.0)
(1.6)
(5.1)
(1.8)
(1.9)
(4.6)
(6.1)
(6.7)

4

(2.
(S.
(0.
(3.
(2.
(0.
(3.
(5.
(6.

(2.0)
(3.2)
(1.2)
(1.9)
(0.2)
(0.5)

.8 (0.6)

(3.1)

(3.9)

One or moye regular classroom teachers
One special education teacher

Two or more special education teachers
Speech or language therapists ‘¢ °
Physical or occupatgnal therapist(s)
Other therapist(s) .
Physical education teacher(s)

One of the above, but can't tell which
At least one of the above

ol
=
Ly

AW WO O -
—

e
— .

Y- o o W o R N K R

LT N R o -
e

=
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wne

b

Category 2: Administrative Representatives

LEA Representative(s) A . g (2.8) 17.4 (3. .2 (4.8) 18.9 (6.
Principal or assistant principal(s) .2 (2.9) 29, . .S (5.9) 4 (6.
Schoel }epresentative(s) .9 (1.3) ; . .0 (0.6) .0 (0.
Case manager(s), chairpérson A (1.8) . . .B (4.8) .8 (4.
Supervisor ' ) .6 (0.4) 0. ) .3 (2.9) (1.
At least one of the above . .3 (3.4) 49, . T (7.9) 53,5 (7.

¢

(2. .S (3.0)
(2. .2 (3.9)
(1. 0 (2.1)
(1. .8 (2.7)
(0. .7 (0.4)
(3. .8 (4.0)

Th oo oo~

Category 3: Ancillary Personnel

School psycholdgist or psychometrist(s) .2 (2.5) 12. . .9 (3.5) 7.6 (4. .0 (2.5) 11
Counselor(s) . .2 (L.7)y 1. . .1 (3.4) (0. .1 (1. g.
Social worker(s) . .8 (0.7) . .5 (2.4) 0.0 (0. .9 (0.7) 1.
Nurse " w1 (1.6) 6. 2 .2 (3.%) .S (4. .3 (1.6) 6.
At least ‘one of the above .0 (3.2) A 6 (4.0) .9 (4. (3.1) 20.

-

(3.0)

8

L (1.5}
8 (0.6)
2
0

(2.8)
(3.6)

-

- ,continued -
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'Clasgification of Participants

PercentE(

‘of IEPs with Persons Indicatéd

As Being Participants, by Year -and Type of -School

Regular School

Spegial*School Total !

Current Prior
¥Year Year

Current Prior
Year Year

Current . Prior
Year Year

v . . .
Parents .

or surrogate(s) ",

| C;tegofy 4!

Paéent(s); guaﬂdian(s),

+ -]
N
'
et

44.6 (3.5) 57.8 (3.5)

64.8 (6.1) 60.6 (7.2)]45.6 (3.4) 57.

9 (3.4)

bateﬁpry 5: t

Stud}nt
‘Student . ¢ -

-

o+ -

0.9 (0.4) 2.0 (0.6)

I
L

——’\ ‘ R

L]

0.9 (0.4) 1.

0.0 (0:0) 0.5 (0.6)

9 (0.5) |,

Could Not Cla§%1fy and Other
b/

Coutd mot classify-'" . -
Other e o
At least one of the above

Catégory é-

110.1 (3.8) 15.3 (4.8)

¥

4.8 (2.1) 6.3 (2.6)
14.2 (4.2) 18.4 (5.2)

:2 (2.oj
8 (2.2)
.3 (2.6)

Handated Personnel

v L
Category--7 :
IEPs with at lea t one ,person from
each of categories 4, 2, and 4

L]
”

19.2 (2.7) 27.9 (3.6)

-

1

26.8 (6.8) 24.5 (5.4)[19.5 (2.6) 27.

Category 8!

; r I
Categories 1 ang 2"(

IEPs with at lgast:one person from
edch of categories 1 and-2 o

’

| 277 (3.1) 39.3 (4.2)

30.0 {7.5) 35.6 (6.7) 27.8 (3.1) 39.

(46.1)

.af
b/
c13551f1ed s

2
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Based .on the cqlumn estimated total number of students with IEPs,
Personnel l;sted in IEPs that did a%ﬁﬁ@bte Lhe t1t1e or p051t1on of the participant or 51gner could

adjusted for nonresponse,

not be
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Table A.15 .

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs. CONTAINING VARIOUS COMBINATIONS OF KEED STATEMENTS,. ¥
! GOALS AND OBJECTIVES IN SELECTED ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS,
BY REGULAR AND SPECI&L SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents; with standard ‘errors noted in parentheses)

a
~, Academic or
Functional Areas

Comb1nat1ons-

a/

Needs, Goals,
“and Objectives

Needs -and
Goals Only

Needs and
Objectlves Only -

HQEQSanLy

Prior Current
Year Year

Prior Current
Year - Year

Prior _Curtent.

Year . *  Year® ~ |
e

/),Exégé%=s
Yegr 3/

Current
wiear

;——ﬂk-rtv.

. Reading or oral
or written °
English

. Mathematiics

. 8pcial
adaptation

. Self-help skills

5. Physical

education
. Motor skills
. Spegch
. Visual acuity
. He;ring

. Vocational/
prevocational

) 61.7 (3.3)
50.7 (3.3)

13.01(3.19
.l (4.2)*

15.2 (5 4)*
20.6 (3. 7)
4§53 (4.6)
14;af(4.9)*
12.0 (3.67%

11.4 (3.6)%

L 6.7 (2.5)*

11.2 (2.1) 5.6 (1.4)
3)

@

9.3 (1.7) 6.3.(1:

¥

11.0 (2.4) 10.1 (2.1)

’
17.3(11:3)* 1.2 (0.6)*

0.0 (0.0)* 9.0 (6.5)*
9.3 (3.5)%

NG
8.5 (2.5)% 6.3 (1.9)*

8.1 (2.3)* 6.6 (5.0)%

8.8°(2.4)% 13.4 (5.

8.6 (3.0)% 2.5 (1

.0 (1.4)

9)%

ROLS

N

.1 (1.2)

.4 (1.9) .0 (1.5)

(1.7) 2.3 (L.0)*

(3.3)*' 4 (1.8)%

(0.3)% 2.6 (2.0)%

(2.1)* 8.9 (2.1)*
(1L.9)* 8.2 (3.0)*
(3.1)% 6.8 (2.7)%

2. 5)* 7.
s

(1.7)*

2 (2.8)*

.9 (1.0)*

I

L

(1 6) 6 7 (1.2)

an,

. ‘(2 a) ;grv (1.9) |

AR ::91. .
(3.2) 24.3 (3.5) |
2 (8.1) 32.1 (6.9)

(3.3)%

hoY
(4,0) 29.0 (6.0):

(3.9) 17.6 (3.7) |

L0[8 (6.3) 43.6 (6.6)

27J (4.7) 39 3 (6.1)

1216

(6.1)% 14.9 (3.8)

- domtinued -

11,

6.3 (4.3)q . .-



Academic or
Functional Areas

a/

‘Combinations=

Goals and -,
Objectives Only

Goals Only

s Objectives Only

Total .

Prior
Year'

. Current

Year

Pr1or

Year )

“ Current
Year

Year

Prior .

Current
Year

Year

" Prior

Current
Year

. Reading or’oral
or written
English

. Mathematics

. Social
adaptation

. Self-help skills

. Physical
education

. Mo;or si{ills hd
. Speech

. Visuval acuity
. Heariﬁ;:

. Vocational/ ¢
prevocational

112.9-12.5)

16.2 (2.2)
T o

14.7 (2.8) ~25.2 (3.7).

8.8 (3.9%

13.2, (5.0)%
14,1°(3.5)

9.4 (2.9)*
'5.1 (2.4)*%

15.8 (4.4)*%

21.6 (4.9)

16.4°(5.0)*

-36.9 (4.9)

15.9 (2.6)
14.4 (2.5)

4

22,5 (8.4)%
12,3 (3.2)%
14.8 (3.8)

15.9,(5.0)*
‘8.1 {3.8)%

H

. 5‘-'? '(is ?)

3.2 (1.3)*

110 (2.0)

9.7 (6.7)*

21.5 5}.1)*

9.4 (1.8)*

4f? (i.9)*

17.1°(5.6)%
mv(fa*

20.4775.2)

3.6 (L,

.
Ll

.g.

12.
15.
8.
7.
8.1 (2.

18,0 (4.

3.

5.4 (1

40.6(10
A1)#
d)E
3y
1)*

2)

5% (1.

9.6 (2.

15.0 (3.

19.9 (6.

3)
.3)

10.6 (3.6)% 21.

.7)
9)

15.0 {3.8)* 11.

1)

4[

3.7 {0.9)%

5.3 (L.4)

11.0 (2.6)

(5.5)

28.5 (7.2

11.

9.3 {2.6)* 4.

7.7°(2.8)%, 6.

(3.6)%

14.5 (3.5)

AN

Cell has am estimated sample.s1ze of less thaw 25.

a/\ Percents for each academic/functional area are based on the estimated number of

. ?fqe information items in that area (i. €., 3 need goal, or objective).

i, b

N

*

L]

+

-~

IEPs with at least one of ‘the




Additional Information Related to Change from Prior to Current

Year‘in Informativeness and Internal Consistency of IERs

As was discussed in detail in bolumé 1T, an exploratory investigation
wag undertaken to énswer_the Eésearch.question regarding the informativeness .
and internil consistency of IEPs by Viewing the IEPs. from a global
perspective. . The particular focus- was on the extent to which IEPs
(a) ‘communicated to tbachers;\barents, administrators, sand other concCerned .,
personnel the pertinent details of the spémal education and telated services
to be prov1ded, and (b) presented an 1ntera11y c‘ps1steut program for meeting
the handicapped student's unique needs, The approach taken to accqmp11sh the
above was to establish four categories or levels of IEPs, each of which
represents a’ reasoﬁably distinct level of informativeness and internal

i [

cgnsistency. ' ‘ .

*

@ Following is a brief description of the four levels. (See Volume III,
Chapter 7 for a complete description.) - . . .

a) A Level 1 IEP was def1ned as an incomplete Lnformat1on document .
Its distinguishing featqr& was that, even when the most generous .
assumptions were made,sall of the more esgential information‘(e.a.,;
an indication of an edﬁcatiqnal'need, an annual goal, a short-term
Ubjective).mandated by Section 602 of the Education for all Handi-
capped Chirldren Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) were gég iHCdei%;£

. -
A Level 2 IEP was defined as a minimally infgfmative docume®t'. |Its’

ot

distinguishieg feature was that, when quite gemerous assumptiofts
‘were made; it Eig include the more essential information mandated by
the Act. Howéver, a Level 2 IEP‘ (1) contained _little if'any »
Pertinent data that are not 'specificélly mandated, (2) onlfJ )
margiﬁally presented the mandated data, and (3) may or may not have
been internally consistent. ? ‘

c) A Level 3 IEP was defined as’ an 1nformat1ve and internally
consistent document. Its distinguishing featgres were that it
(1) requiréd fewer assumptions to be made regardﬁnéﬁéhe.inclusipn of .
“the data mandated by Section 602 of the Act, (2) contained a limited

amount of critical but not mandafed information, and (3) maintained

v
\some degree of internal consistency in that it included at least one




i1nstance of ! 2 short*term objective .that telabed to an annual goal
th%t‘related to an a:ea of indicated geed.
A Level 4'*I£B@ Gas def?ned as an exceptionally informative and
1nternaIIy 00351steq; document It exceeded a Level 3 IEP in that
Co 1t (1) cphtaaned add1t;ona1 cr1t1ca1 but not mandated information,
(2) ma1q;ained a higher level of internal comsistency, and
(3) conta1ned a larger' number of and more complete short-term

v, - e—

obJecﬂ1veat-

The d13tr1but1on of IEPs, for the prior year and the curregt year, over

the four informativenes¢yinternal cons1stency levels was as portrayed in
‘Figure A.l. A distinct 1mprovement in IEPs was noted in that the proportion ‘
of Level 3 IEPs 1ncreased by 11 percent while the combined percents of Level 1
and Level 2 IEPs decreased by  about the same amount While this improvement -
was noted in both regular school and special educatjon school IEPs, the chanée
1n special school IEPs was not sufficiently large to be statistically .
s1gn1f1cant. As is shown by the f1£ﬁre, no parﬂ&cular change occurred in the
proport1ons of Level 4 IEPs. -

“Two™ types of general ;mprovements were noted in IEPs from the prior year
to the current year. First, there was an improvement in the inclusion of
ihfoémation mandated by the Act (e.g., preseht-level-bf-performance
information, annual-goals, éhort-term objectives, beginning dafe and duration
3% service). . Second, there was an 1mprovemenb in one measure of 1nterna1
Consistency; that is, a larfer proport1on of 1EPs included at least one

’1nstance of a short-term “objective that related to an annual goal that related
to an area of indicated need.. _ - ]

One implication of the " indicated ,change is that, while an increased
effort appeared to have been made to meet the requirement$ of the Act, no

" strong tendency'appeared for exceed1ng the requ1rements of the Act by '
1nc1ud1ng educationally 1mportant but not ‘mandated 1nformat1on This is

1nd1cated by the lack of chaqge in the proportions of Level 4 1EPs.




. Level 4
Prior #ear: 4%

Current Year: 4%

. Level 1 °
Level. 3 Prior Year: 347

Prior Year: 277 Current Year: 26%

Current Year: 387

Level 2
Prior Year: 36%
Current Year: 317

b/

Figure A.1. Distribution of IEPs Over the Four Levels.E/’

-

/

3 See Table A.16 for standard errors. . R
b/

Numbers do not equal 100 percent because of rounding.




Tahle A.16

-~

DISTRIBUTION'OF IEPs BY INFORMATIVENESSLfNTERNAL CONSISTENCY LEVEL,
BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL' SCHOOL FOR PRIOR YEAR AND CURRENT YEAR
* (In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

Regular .School

" Special School

—

Total

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

1A

33.9 (3.2) 26.4 (3.1)
36.5 (2.7) 31.8 (2.9)

26.2 (2.4) 37.5 (3.1)

3.4 (110)* gﬁg (L.3)*

32.6 (6.8) 27.1 (6.6)
24.9 (6.2) 25.0 (5.6)
37.5 (7.8) 44.5 (7.1)
5.6 (3.1)% 3.4 (2.1)%

(33.8 (3.1)
35.9 (2.7)
26.8 (2.4)

3.5 (1.0) .

26.4 (2.9) |

3.4 (2.7).
37,8 (3.0)
4.3 (1.3)*

Cell bhas sample size of less than 23.
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Appendix B

Level 2 Substudy Protocol
Followlng is the sequence of actions to be taken dur1ng each LEA site 7
visit by persganel responsible for collectrng data for the Level 2 Retrospec-
tive Longitudinal Substudy. ] A
1)  Make pridr contact (or ver1fy that contact has been made) .with
selected\ftates districts, and schools 'in accordance with the
procedures estab11shed for the Basic Survey. ’ ‘
Meet .with the school d1strict d1rector of special educatzon and
distribute the School District Characteristics Quesp1onna1re.
Collect and scan-edit questionnaire before leaving district. NOTE:
Prior to'cocducting the interviews noted in this activity and in -

Activities 327 below, read the following to thé interviewee:

This study is authorized by 1%"' Alcthough you are not
required’ to respond, your cooperation is needed to make this .

study comprehensive, accurate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401)

-

Interview district special education coordinator. Secure school

district information regigping the ?oliowing for the. current year

ard, insofar as practical, for the previgus year. '

-

a) . The procedure by which a student typically’inidentified as

handicapped.

b) How iEPs typically are'developed, reviewed, and revised.

c) What role the parent and student typically play in the IEP
process. ) o

d) The relatiocship betﬁeen'resources available for providing
special education tp handicapped children and resources needed
for providing such services’(or what, if any, services are
neéafd but are not -availeble).

Followlng are questlons that might -be asked to elicit the above

information. These questions should, where appropriate, be -asked

for both the current and the previous year. Note that for th1s




%

+
-

d) Photocopy IEPs .- ,. . ',
e)' Remove pé&rsonally identifying.inforpatiod from IEPs.

£) Collect and.scan-edit questionnaires.

g) Ship collected materials to RTI.

Revlew Level 2 sample .student'!s IEPs (for the two-year per;od) and
all other data in the studeEE‘;'flle related to determifation of
present level of educational performance -and development and 1mp1e-
mentatlon of the IEP. ]

L

- -

InterV1ew sample snpdent s teachex or teachers Secure information,;

regarding the following for the current year and, insofar as préc-:

tical, for the previous year.

a) Speéialﬁeducation and related services that the student aétually
is!has been’ receiving's ‘ , ‘

b) Tangible evidence (e.g., student's classroom folder, clgssroom
activity shgets: classroom charts Br bulletin board, classroom

._magerialg, and other resources) of activities in which thg

student likely is involved.
The teacher's perception:of any differences between services
specifi€d in the student's IEPs and services the student actually
is/has been receiving, and reasons for any differences.

While the interview should b:'only loosgly structured, the following

questions are appropriate. During the interviews, every-effort must

be made by the interviewers to be unobtrusive, temperate, and tooper;-

tive, particularly when addressing the issue of differences between

‘ reqdirement% 115ted on'the IEP 'and services actually provided.

¥

a) What speC1al education services does this student receive? -
When? Where? From whom?

b) What strategies or methods are being used to meet,the apnual

goals and short-term objectives listed on the 1EP?

c) Is{it practical to visit the student's classroom (where special
'eduEatipn services are delivered)? . ’
Is-it prgctiéal to' see examples of the student's work toward
meeting the arfpual goals and short-term oquetivesé To see
clagsroom recordé, materials,\e;c.; that indicate wha§ progress
the student is making and what resources are ava}lable to him

or her?. . . o
1

+B.3




interview and all of the following interviews with other personnel,

the questions 11sted are intended only as general 1nd1catlons of

*

types of qnest1ons that wight be asked to elicit the requlred 1n§or*

mat1on. The spec1f1c questions to be asked will vary cons1detab1y ‘

depending upon the part1cular clrcumstadces involved.

a) What is the procedure by whach a student typically is 1dent1f1ed
as handicapped? : - ’ ' B

b} In approximately what proportion of the cases is— thig proc,edure--

) " followed? - : - T '~. o
"¢) - If.the typical procedure is used less’ than 90 percent of the
tim , what alterpative Proceduvres are used? -- .

d) If the typical procedure is used less than 90 percent of the
time, what determines that an_ alternative procedure be used9
Typically, how are IEPs Yeveloped, reviewed, ndﬂ;ev1sed°
{e.g.,. Is an IEP developed By ; committee or developed by a
teacher and'reviewed by a committee? Does.the committee sit -
together as a oommittée to review nn,IEP or does each committee
member review it independently? Are IEPs revised more oﬁten
than anpually and, if so, what is the mechanism for revision?)-
What proportion of handicapped students' parents assist ip ‘the
development of the students' IEP? - ]

g) What .proportion of IEgﬁ.receive parental approval? What methods,
with what frequency, are used to obtain approval? ‘

h)  What proportion of handicapped students participate in the-IEP
developnental process? What is the nature of their participation?

i) . Whap, 1f any, services for handicapped childrgn are needed but,
not available?

* ‘At each sample school in the district, collect ‘data for the Basic
Study and for Level 1 of _the Retrpspectlve Longitudinal Substudy
fqllowing the procednres establishedlfor those studies. fhis includes

“‘the following act1V1t1es | ‘

a) Meet with 'school principal and d1str1bute the School Character-
istics Questionnaire. . il

b) Select student sample.,

¢) “Collect IEBs am istribute the Student Characteristics

. -

Questionnaire.
- ¥

-




diffar from those 11sted on the IEP?'
' £) If so, what are the reasons for «the d1f£erence?
g) VWho developed the student s IEP? , )
h) How familiar are the student s parents w1th the student s IEP

*

e) Do the spec1a1 educatlon Serv1ces received, by ﬂhb stjgen

and spec1a1 educatlon program? . ‘ B .

The teachgr 1nterv1ew should be conducted in suff1c1ent depth, and suffi-
cient notes should Jbe taken, to perm1t the 1nterv1ewe; to document, as soon
after the ;nterv1ew as practical, the 32 1tems of 1nformat1on listed on the
followlng data.record forms (Exhibit B.1). Pertinent’ information from the
stiident's file (from Activity 3 above) also should be used to complete the

. e "'. . »
items.. Note that Items 2-%4 and 16-21 refer to the student's actual special

- education progragy not to the student's IEP. °
Interv1ew, as appropr1a€e, the school pr1nc1pa1, other school per-
sonnel, and/or members of the committee that developed theﬂgtudent”g
IEP. Secure ﬁrom‘the pr1nc1pa1 any .general information regarding
the IEP process and resource availability thgt was not or could not
.be obtained at the district legel. Also, from the principal and/or
‘other school or'committee personnel, obtain any reguired information
that conld not be obtained “from the student s teacher(s) regarding
reasons r any d1fference between the IEP and services actually
prov{ded. ' . s )

" Interview student's'parents or guardian. Wherever practical, to
m101m12& incqQnvenience to the parents, aonduct the parent interviews
by telephone.‘ Explain the’ purpose of the survey, confidentlallty of
data, ete., .to parent. Secure informat1on regarding the follow1ng
‘for the current year and 1nsofar as pract1ca1 for the previous '

year. (Pr1or to interviewing parents, the interviewer will have

determ1neqﬁfram school personnel whether or mot the child's parents
are conversant in_English and will have made appropri’h\arrangements
for conduct1ng the interview. ) , gﬁw -

a) ~Nature of pﬁrental ggrt1c1pat1on in the IRP process.

b) Degree that parenr is &nowledgeable regard1ng the content of

the 1EP, 1f the parent is not fluent in Engl1sh, what ass1sﬂ
tance was provided to insure that the parent understood the IEP

-

and his/her’ nights under the ‘law. T

12
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- Exhibit B.1 i

LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY DATA RECORD FORM

<

DATA REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION éERVICES PROVIDED-
v (For Current School Year)

‘ T, - Student I.D.

IEP was developed by:

.a, Teacher who provides the educat1onal service,
‘b.  Committee. i
If "b," committee personnel and exteut of inputs to IEP: '
P ~ Personnel “Pércent of Input
(1) - . : B )
(2) o . . .
(3

%)
(5) S
" (6) -

?he Student’s Present Level of Educational Performance

2. . . 3.
: Approximate
date administTé&ied
' (If multiple dates,

‘Kame, or one sentence descriptor .list latest date

of each major test, instrument, pricr .to develop- ' Significant evaluation
observation, or eXamination ment of current IEP) results
[} .

-

I

. [
v ’

-

N

Specific Special Education Se€rvices to be Provided to the Student, and Exfént
of Participation in Regular Program.- Projected Date of Initiation and Antici-
pated Duration of Service. ’ T -
T ’ 5. ' 6. 7. . 8. )
. . P . : Extent of
‘ : ' Parti¢ipation
Title(g) Y%and 1-2 sentence descriptor(s) = Date of . Anticipated (in hours per
of each placement andgany other services Initiation Duration of day ‘and days
including “related sdévipes." ' of Service Service ’ per week)

-
- W
T “

» - N = Y ) * ) IS
Amount of time student is 3551gned to regular education program (1n§2?urs

per week),
-

»
hours per week




0

e

Short-Term Object i)‘es

¥
-

o 11. 12,

- The. nature of the instructional plan’
actually used to meet the annial goals
(e.g., does teacher use a standardized
lessonplan, his/her own documented
lesson plan, informal notes, the short-
term objectives’ in the IEP, teaching Proportion
steps that are committed to memory? If -of short-term .+ Proportion
., " other than or in addition to the IEP, objectives for of short-term short-term’
y s the actual plan more detailed or which specific objectives for objectives |
" . -+ less detailed than that indicated by evaluation ‘which evaluation are (will
gr Annual goals f8r the student the short-texm objectives, in the IEP?) criteria exists procedures existr be) evaluated
. o k4 « - . i .

. j . B ' L 4

L 4

£t

»

15. Summary of statements and opinions regarding reasons for gpy differences between IER and actual program,
. ! ' - *

Al
»

L

g




Exhibit B.1 (coatinued)

DATA REGARDING SPECIRf EDUCATIOH SERVICES PROVIDED
(For Prior School Year) .

. : ‘ . Student 1.D.

-
.

§gec1f1c Special édﬁcat1on 8ervices Provided to ‘the Student, and Exéent
of Part1c1pat1one1niRegu1ar Program. -Pate of Initiation and Duration
of Service > ‘ :

v *

6. . 17. 18. 19.

. ’ 3 . Extent of

‘ ) " . o Participation
Title(s) and 1-2 sentence descr1ptor(s) Date of (in hours per
~, of each placement and any other Initiation Duration day and days

services including "related services."” . of Service of Service per week)

¥

.

1‘ -r -', ! M 4 "
Amount of time student was assigned to regular education program (in
hours per week). .2 . ¥

hours' per week

Annual goals ‘for the student.

Ll
(L
Ll '.

v
.

Summary of statements and opinions regarding reasons for any d1fferences '
between IEP and actual program. : -

-

b
]

4

3

*

ol "_
, 1,;‘0
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Exhibit B.1 (continued) !’ ‘ /

-
- DATA REGARDING ‘PARENTAL\*AM'IUARITY WITH THEIR

CHILD'S IEP-AND SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
Ao (From Teacher} -

23. Is parent sufficiently converSant in English to uﬁderstqnd ;heir.chi}d's

\ Yes No

A ———ey
- L

24. \If "mo," what steps have been taken to assist parents in understanding
» he IEP? . . .

r

Ty

25. Is‘pagent'awéré chiAd is classed as handicapped?

Yes ) ‘No Don't know
* A

26. Is parent aware that child has an IEP?

ﬂé,/’ﬁgs . No __. Don't know

Co7. If "yes," is parent fimiliar with the content of their child's IEP?
Yes, thoroughly famijiar with content.
Yes, somewhat familiar with content.
Is ‘only vaguely familiar with content.
Is .not at all familiar with content.

28. To what extent does parent agree that their child's IEP is appropriate?

Completely agrees with.IEP.
Agrees with most of IEF.

Agrees ‘with a small part of IEP.
Completely disagrees with IEP.

20, If *"a,” '"b," or "¢, what is the nature of %he d1sagreem€£t?
LWL . ' ;:

r

.30. Does parent consider that child is’receiving services specified in IEP?

h 1

Yes - " ¥o . Doesn't know

31. If "mo," what services does parent think are pfot being prov%ded?

-

] . . 1 -

. =
@

32. Summary of any add1t10nal information regard1ng parental perceptions of
the chzld 8 IEP, services received, or the IEP process: -

1.) "

B.8




¢) Degree that parent approves.of the [EP.+ " .

d) The paredt's pgrceptions of and degree of satisfaction with
services actually being provided. e
While the interview should be only loosely structured, the.folhwing

questions J}e app}opriate.
a). Are you aware that you child is considered by the school to be
hapdicapped?
b) Are you aware that your child has an individualized educétion
program? ’ |
¢) If yes, are you familiar with the content of the IEP for }ogr
+ ¢hild? What assistancer was provided to help you understand the
content and intended use of the IEP?
d) .If yes, in general terms, what do you see the IEP as cons1st1né
of (1.&., what seryices does the IEP say will be provided to
B your child?. When? Where? How° By whom?)
e) To what extent do you agree w:l.th your child’'s IEP (e.g., do
Cyou: ' , ‘
(1) Completely disagree with the IEP?
(2) Agree With a swall part of the IEP?
(3) Agree with most of the IEP? ‘
(4) Completely agree with.the IEP?

*

£f) , What role did you play in developing’ and/or approving the IEP?
. (e.g., D1d You participate in the plann1ng meeting? Review ‘the
IEP with a school committee? Rev1ew the TIEP with a teécher or

co‘nsq.or? Sign the IEP as an 1nd1cat1on of Your approval?)

g) What special e@mn services is your child actually receiving?

h) How satisfied ou with the special services that are being

provided? _

-

As soon after the interview as practical, or during the interview if

conducted by telephone, dqcumeht the ten items of information listed on the

Parent Interview Summary (Ethﬁit B.2).

8)

"
L]

Prepare a narrative summary of any site-visit data, impressions, or
1 Pl

opinions not already documented on the forms presented aboye. 1In

. A

particular, include results of the LEA~level interview(s) in this
- ) . 1N

narrative summary. =

»




Exhibit B.2
}EVEL 2 SUBSTUDY PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY

[

-

PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY
* {From Parent)

o -

:
-

. »
1. Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand their child's IEP?

] ]
. .,

' Yes No _ o

L]

LY

b

.2. 7If "no," what steps have beén taken to assist parénts in understanding the IEP?
. . ‘

+

« Is parent aware child is classed 3s handicapped?
r "
+  Yes ~ No . Could not determine

r
L]

Is parent aware that child has an IEP?

L}
i

Yes , No

If "yes," is parent familiar with the content of their child's IEP?

Yes, thoroughly familiir with content. >
Yes, somewhat familiar with content.

Is only vaguely familiar with content.

Is not at all familiar with content .

»

T? what extent does™parent agree that their child's IEP is appropriate?
IE "a,”" "b,¥ or "c¢," what is the nature of the disagreement?

-

a. Completely agrees with IEP.

b. Agrees with most of IEP.

c. Agrees with a small part of IEP,.
d. Completely disagrees with IEP.

kd
H ]

+Does parent consider that child is receiving services specified in IEP?

.

Yes , No Doesn't know

If "no," what services does parent think are not being provided?
' Y

Summary of any additional parentﬁinformation regarding their child's IEP,
services received, or the IEP process:

]
&




